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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Netruer of the divisions of the Court of Appeal were to sit 
on Saturday (this day). It is stated that an attack of gout has 


supervened upon the cold from which Lord Justice Kay has 
been suffering. 





THE APPOINTMENT of Mr. W. F. Rostnsoy, Q.C., as substitute, 
until the Long Vacation, for Sir Henry F. Bristoweg, Q.C., in the 
duties of Vice-Chancellor of the Chancery Court of the County 
Palatine of Lancaster, with, it is understood, the prospect of 
succeeding to that office in case the health of the present Vice- 
Chancellor should not improve, is likely to give satisfaction. Mr. 
Rosrnson is a “ lawyer, and, unless all indications prove 
erroneous, will be found a patient and courteous judge. 





A TRANSFER of a hundred actions to Mr. Justice Romer for 
trial only will shortly be ordered. Thirty of these will be 
taken from the list of Mr. Justice Currry, thirty from that of 
Mr. Justice Norra, twenty from that of Mr. Justice Kexewicu, 
and twenty from that of Mr. Justice Siete. Lists from 
which these actions will be selected are exhibited in the Cause 
Clerks’ Room (No. 136), Royal Courts of Justice, and to-day is 
the last day for parties concerned to lodge their objections (if 
any) to the contemplated transfer. 





On Tuurspay afternoon a number of the judges, on leav- 
ing the Royal Courts of Justice, ed to the House of 
Lords. It is understood that they were summoned by the Lord 
Chancellor to meet him at the latter What was the 
subject of the consultation was not made known. Let us hope 
that the appointment of an additional judge of the Chancery 
Division was under consideration ; or it may be that some of 
the recommendations of the judges with reference to changes 
in the practice are receiving attention. 





WE UNDERSTAND that as no notices of motions or questions for 
the meeting announced to be held on the 27th inst. were received 
by the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, the posting 
will not be held. We observe, however, that a special 
meeting will be held on the 24th of February for the of 
appointing as auditor a member of the society in the of 


12 





nee 





Mr. Tuomas GemxELt, deceased. We do not know whether it 
is the intention of the council to take general business at this 
meeting, but we have no doubt that the councii would avail 
themselves of the opportunity of disposing of any motions or 
questions that may be received. 





WE reGRET to record the death, at an advanced age, of Mr. 
Cuarztes Davipson, the well-known author of the Precedents 
and Forms in Conveyancing. He was the chief pioneer of the 
modern school of conveyancers, and his book, which for many 
years maintained its supremacy as the standard collection of 
precedents, did more than any other work to check the out- 
rageous verbosity which was in vogue when he commenced 
practice. He was called to the bar in 1835, and continued at 
work for half a century, during a considerable portion of which 
he had an extremely extensive practice coming from all parts of 
the country. He was not only an excellent real property lawyer, 
but he was, above all things, practical, and thoroughly under- 
stood how to apply his knowledge. He was, moreover, gifted 
with en admirable faculty of moulding and adapting other men’s 
drafts, and was thus enabled to utilize to a large extent the help 
of conveyancers trained in his methods, without which it would 
have been impossible for him to grapple with his heavy 
practice or to secure the uniformity of expression and style 
which is not among the least of the merits of his book of prece- 
dents. Personally Mr. Davipson was ono of the kindest and 
cheeriest of men, full of chat and anecdote; in former days 
devoted to yachting, and, we believe, latterly to his garden. He 
married the daughter of Mr. Curisriz, the eminent conveyancer, 
who predeceased him. 


On Sarvrpay last the Court of Appeal, in Re Zhe Denver 
Hotel Co. (reported elsewhere), differing from Mr. Justice 
Nortn, held that, under the Companies Acts, 1867 and 
1877, there is jurisdiction to sanction a reduction of the 
capital by extinguishing the shares of some only (in the 
particular case of one only) of a class of shareholders, the 
extinguished shares representing capital ‘‘in excess of the 
wants of the company” within the meaning of section 3 of 
the Act of 1877. But Livptey, L.J., who delivered the judg- 
ment of the court, was careful to guard the decision by saying 
that section 3 ‘‘could not be construed so as to enable the com- 
any to prefer one sharehulder to another of the same class as 

imself by buying up his shares”: and he added that their 
lordships could not “regard Lord Macnacuren’s judgment in 
Trevor v. Whitworth (12 App. Cas. 409) as intimating that any 
such transaction is within the statute. His remarks were made 
to enforce his view that, apart from the Companies Acts, 1867 
and 1877, it is uitrd vires of a limited company to buy its own 
shares, even if its memorandum and articles of association 
expressly authorize it to doso.’’ But section 3 of the Act of 
18,7 expressly empowers a limited company to reduce its 
capital by paying off ‘‘any capital which may be in excess of 
the wants of the company.” ‘Those words, as it seems to us, 
construed literally, authorize a reduction of capital by paying 
off ono shareholder—in other words, by buying up his shares ; 
and it is somewhat difficult to understand in what way the court 
arrived at the limitation which they adopted. And we cannot 
help thinking that Lord Macnacuren, in his judgment in 
Trevor v. Whitworth, really intended to intimate an opinion that, 
by means of the procedure of the Acts of 1867 and 1877, a 
company might buy up the shares of a single shareholder. 
For, at p. 437, he said: ‘‘I may say that the Act of 1867, as 
explained by the Act of 1877, seems to prohibit a company 
from purchasing its own shares except under certain stringent 
conditions.” And, after referring to the Acts, and especially to 
section 3 of the Act of 1877, he added: ‘It follows that if the 
operation be effected by payment of capital to any one share- 
holder, all the prescribed conditions must be followed.” It 
appears to us to be very difficult to reconcile these words with 
the interpretation which the Court of Appeal, speaking by 
the mouth of Lord Justice Linpizy, has given to Lord 
MacnacuTen’s judgment, and we think that the point can 
hardly be regarded as finally settled until it has been the subject 
- Of express decision by the highest tribunal. 


_THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


I 3 das 


Jan. 21, 1893. . 








Ir THE FRAMERS of the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1474, had 
taken the precaution of inserting a definition clause they wo 
probably have secured consistency in the wording of the 
statute, and the difficulty to which a correspondent calls atten- 
tion would not have arisen. The Act commences in section 1 
with a provision as to contracts for sale of land, and neither 
here nor anywhere else is it stated directly that the expression 
extends to other contracts than those of sale properly so called. 
Primd facie, then, it does not refer to contracts for the granting 
of leases. But section 2 necessarily introduces a different con- 
struction. ‘‘In the completion of any such contract as aforesaid,” 
it says, referring to this term as used in section 1, certain 
rules are to be observed, the first being that ‘under @ 
contract to grant or assign a term of years, whether derived 
or to be derived out of a freehold or leasehold estate, the in- 
tended lessee or assign shall not be entitled to call for the title 
| to the freehold.” Obviously this provision applies to contracts 
| for the granting of leases, and hence it determines the construc- 
| tion to be put upon the expression “ contract of sale ” in section 1. 
The use of the phrase “such contract as aforesaid” shews that 
both sections deal with the same class of contracts, and as rule | 
of section 2 can have no operation unless contracts for leases are 
included, it follows that the expression in section 1 is elastic 
enough to include them, although in point of fact such an exten- 
sion of the meaning of} the term is not there required. Hence, 
to reconcile the two sections it is necessary to hold that section 1 
uses the expression ‘contract of sale” in a sense which 
includes contracts to grant leases. And this view is confirmed 
by the construction which has been put on section 9, under 
which “a vendor or purchaser of real or leasehold estate” may 
apply by summons for the determination of any question arising 
on the contract. If section 1 referred only to contracts of sale 
properly so-called, a similar restriction would have to be placed 
on the terms ‘‘ vendor” and ‘‘ purchaser” here, but this is not 
so, and the Court of Appeal in Stephenson and Cox’s Contract, 
a case to which we have referred on a former occa- 
sion (36 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 287), but which does not 
seem to be reported, held that they had jurisdiction to 
decide a question arising on a contract to grant a lease. This 
being so, it follows 4 fortior’ that section 2 must, as has always 
been assumed, apply to such contracts, and so, indeed, it has 
been expressly decided. In Jones v. Watts (88 W. R. 725, 43 
Ch. D. 574) it was contended that section 2 applied only to 
vendors and purchasers, not to lessors and lessees, but the con- 
tention was rejected by Nortn, J., and the Court of Appeal, 
Corron, L.J., saying :—“ This sub-section (that is, section 2, rule 
1) is so worded as to get rid of any question whether an agree- 
ment to grant a lease comes within the description of ‘ a contract 
of sale of land.’ ” 








Tue pectsion of the Court of Appeal on Saturday last ino 
Attorney-General v. Smith (reported elsewhere) is of great im- 
portance to executors, relieving them, as it does, from a very 
onerous personal liability which the Crown sought to impose on 
them in respect of probate duty. The question turned upon the 
construction of section 32 of the Inland Revenue Act, 1881 (44 
Vict. ¢. 12), which provides that ‘if at any time it shall be dis- 
covered that the personal estate and effects of the deceased were 
at the time of the grant of probate of greater value than the 
value mentioned, the person acting in the administration of such 
estate and effects shall, within six months after the discovery, 
deliver a further affidavit with an account to the commissioners 
duly stamped for the amount which, with the amount previously 
paid, shall be sufficient to cover the duty chargeable according 
to the true value therecf.” In the case referred to, the testator 
had died in 1883. He bequeathed some pictures to three trus- 
tees (two of whom were also his executors) to go as heirlooms 
with his real estate. For the purpose of probate the pictures 
were valued by a skilled valuer at £1,194 10s., and probate duty 
was paid accordingly. The executors soon afterwards assented 
to the bequest of the pictures as heirlooms, and they were de- 
livered over to the tenant for life of the real estate. The tes- 
tator’s personal estate was fully administered and wound up, 
| and the administration was closed in March, 1886. Since then 
| the executors had not had any part of the estate under their 
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control. In 1888 the tenant for life obtained leave from the | when the robbery was committed, it may be doubted whether 


court under the Settled Land Act to sell the pictures, and they 
were sold for £14,500. The Crown thereupon claimed from the 
executors increased probate duty corresponding to the value of 
the pictures as ascertained by the sale, and the information was 
filed to enforce the claim. Fraud was not imputed to the execu- 
tors, and the honesty of the valuation on which they had acted 
was not impeached. The Divisional Court decided that the 
executors were not liable, and the Court of Appeal affirmed the 
decision. They held that the words—‘ the person acting in the 
administration of such estate ’’—in section 32 must be read as 
meaning the person who is acting in the administration when 
the mistake is discovered, and that, if there is no such person, 
the Crown is without remedy. Lord Justice Smrru, who de- 
livored the judgment of the court, pointed out that, if the 
words were construed in the way in which the Crown sought to 
construe them, ‘the executor of an executor might be person- 
ally liable for an accidental omission of his testator which took 
place while that testator was administering the estate of his 
testator, the mistake not being discovered till after the death of 
the first executor.’”’ This would be a manifest absurdity; but 
there was no escape from it if the words of section 32 were read 
as applying to a person who had once acted by taking out 
probate or letters of administration. The decision is, we think, 
clearly in accordance with justice, but it is, of course, possible 
that the Legislature may think fit to overrule it by a fresh 
enactment. 





In THE CASE Of Cobb v. The Great Western Railway Co. (reported 
elsewhere), which came before a divisional court on Monday last, 
the facts were shortly these. The plaintiff was travelling on the 
defendant company’s railway as a passenger from Shrewsbury 
to Birmingham. The train stopped at Wellington, and there a 
gang of sixteen men entered the carriage in which the plaintiff 
was seated and robbed him of £87 which he carried in his pocket. 
The plaintiff immediately complained to the station-master, who, 
however, refused to detain the train to permit the plaintiff to 
give the men into custody or to have them searched, even though 
there was at the station, as the station-master well knew, a large 
force of police ready and willing to effect the arrest and to 
search those arrested. The statement of claim alleged that it 
was the duty of the station-master to give the signal for the 
train to be started, ‘‘ and immediately upon the plaintiff's com- 
= being made to him he negligently and improperly, and in 

reach of the duty owed by the defendant company to the 
plaintiff (as a passenger ou their line) to protect him in person 
and property and to oppose no obstacle to his recovering the 
property, gave the signal for the said train to leave,” &c. The 
plaintiff's counsel, knowing that the statement of claim alleged 
all that the evidence could substantiate, had obtained an order 
for the determination of the question of law raised on the plead- 
ing. The court, without calling on the defendants, held that the 
above facts disclosed no cause of action, on the ground that the de- 
fendants had been guilty of no actionable negligence up to the time 
when the plaintiff was robbed, the robbery itself not being the 
result of any negligence of the defendants: Jackson v. The Metro- 
politan Railway Co. (3 App. Cas. 193), Pounder v. The North- 
Eastern Railway Co. (1892, 1 Q. B, 385), The question, then, was 
this, whether there was any duty, after the passenger had been 
robbed, thrown on the defendants’ servants of affording facili- 
ties for catching the thief. And the court came to the conclusion 
that it was no part of the contract between the passenger and 
the company that the company should do this. Granting that a 
railway company owe to passengers no duty to bring criminals 
to justice, it may, with submission, be doubted whether this 
postulate disposes of the case. ‘Ordinarily it is the duty of a 
carrier of passengers, arising out of the contract of carriage, to 
carry the passenger upon the contracted journey with due care 
and diligence”: per A. L. Smirn, J., Pounder v. The North- 
Eastern Railway Co, (1892, 1 Q. B. 385). Apart from the ques- 
tion whether or not there was any duty thrown on the defend- 
ants of “affording facilities for catching the thief,” it is, with 
respect, suggested that there might be another question, as to 
whether the defendants had discharged themselves of their duty 
‘* to carry the plaintiff with due care and diligence” ; and unless 
the court go the length of saying that this duty determined 


the facts alleged on the statement of claim did not afford some 

evidence of a breach of the defendants’ duty to carry the plain- 
| tiff with due care and diligence. For though this duty might 

; ; “ ; ” 

not amount to an obligation ‘‘to catch the thief,” or even to 
detain the train at the expense of other passengers, it might yet 
| be infringed by the defendants’ “ negligentl and improperly 

giving the signal for the train to leave” and thereby preventing 
the plaintiff from recovering his property. 


OvuR coRRESPONDENT ‘ A Solicitor,” to whose former letter we 
referred last week in discussing the question of solicitor mort- 
gagee’s costs, calls our attention to the cases of Potter v. Hdwards 
(26 L. J. Ch. 468) and Mainland y. Upjohn (41 Ch. D. 126), In 
the former £700 only was advanced, but the security was to be 
for £1,000, and the transaction was upheld. by Krypersiey, 
V.C. ‘The security appeared,” he said, ‘and with justice, to 
be of a questionable character, and the defendant agreed in fact 
to lend no more than £700 upon having a mortgage for £1,000 
in consideration of the risk and hazard attending the transac- 
tion.” It is curious that no allusion seems to have been made 
to the rule that a mortgagee may not bargain for any collateral 
advantage, and the matter was treated as though the parties 
were at liberty to import into the contract of mortgage what 
terms they liked. Oa the other hand, there is the decision of 
Lord Romutty, M.R., in Broad y. Selfe (11 W. R. 1036), which 
Kay, L.J. (then Kay, J.), described in Mainland vy. Upjohn 
(supra) as ‘a most emphatic statement by a very experienced 
judge that in his opinion the stipulation for a collateral advan- 
tage by way of bonus to be paid when the mortgage debt is paid 
off is a thing which is not permitted between mortgagor and 
mortgagee, notwithstanding the abolition of the usury laws.” In 
principle there seems to be no distinction between the cases 
where the bonus is paid at the beginning, and where it is paid at 
the end, of the transaction of mortgage. In the former case the 
mortgagee deducts the amount at the time of the advance; in 
the latter he adds it to his principal when he is being paid off. 
Mainland vy. Upjohn, however, like Potter v. Edwards, was a case 
of the former kind, and Kay, L.J., followed Potter v. Edwards in 
preference to Broad v. Selfe. He treated the matter, indeed, as 
though the full amount had been advanced by the mortgagee, 
and the mortgagor had thereupon handed back part as com- 
mission. But though, as our correspondent intimates, these are 
strong authorities for holding that mortgagor and mortgageo 
may import their own terms into the contract, Kay, L:J., does 
not seem to have acted upon this principle in Field v. Hopkins 
(44 Ch. D, 524). There, as we pointed out last week, when it 
was a question of recovering profit costs, he reverted to Broad v. 
Selfe, and to the rule that a mortgagee shall not have any colla- 
teral advantage. We should be glad to see it decided that his 
previous opinion was the more correct. 


THE HOPKINSON ELECTRICAL CASE. 

Tue decision of Mr. Justice Romer in the case of Hopkinson v, 
The St. James’s and Pall Mali Electric Light Co.is of wide scientific 
interest, and possesses at the present time, from extrinsic cir- 
cumstances, not a little legal ge ae The plaintiff, Dr. 
Joun Horxrysoy, an electrician of high repute, sued the de- 
fendants for infringement of a patent granted to him in 1882 
for the electrical process known as “the three-wire system.” 
The infringement was admitted, and the only substantial allega- 
tions by way of defence were (1) that the patent had been 
anticipated by prior user, and (2) that, having regard to the 
state of electrical knowledge in 1882 (the date of the patent), 
the three-wire system was not good subject-matter for valid 
letters patent. Both of these pleas were repelled by Mr. Justice 
Romer, and judgment was given for the plaintiff. ae 
the scientific aspects of the case cannot be discussed kere, the 
ratio decidendi may be briefly explained. 

When Dr. Hopkinson took out his patent, electricians of all 
grades and countries were in active pursuit of some workable 
method for the prevention of that varying brilliance which 





the cardinal defect of the electric light, and which neither thie 








188 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. _ 





Jan. 21, 1893. 








incandescert lamp nor the multiple parallel bridge had removed, 


Dr. Hopkinson devised a means for remedying this admitted 
evil. He placed two dynamo machines and two systems of 
lamps of approximately equal capacity in series. He then 
stretched a main conductor from each extreme pole of the two 
dynamos and a smaller conductor from between the dynamos to 
points between the two systems of lamps; this intermediate 
conductor served to bring back to the central station any 
electricity required for one system of lamps in excess of that 
required for the other, and thus secured the equal potentiality 
which was the desideratum of the hour. In none of the alleged 
prior users was there, in Mr. Justice Romer’s opinion, this pro- 
vision for carrying the excess of electrical energy back to the 
dynamos, and the fact that a number of other electricians were 
“on the verge” of making the same discovery as Dr. Horxtn- 
son was of comparatively little importance when Dr. Hopkinson 
was the true and first inventor. 

On legal grounds this cause cé/ébre is at the present moment, 
when the patent law is once more about to be thrown into the 
melting pot, interesting and suggestive. We commend the 
following points to the attention of the army of hostile critics 
now closing around it. Dr. Horxtyson’s patent was attacked 
from two standpoints other than those that we have already 
mentioned. The specification was alleged to be insufficient ; 
and a minor claim was asserted to be bad. Insufficiency in the 
description of a patented invention is, and in our judgment 
ought to be, a fatal defect. The consideration for the grant of a 
patent is the disclosure by the patentee of his invention to the 
public with such explicitness that any competent workman can 
make it from the complete specification alone. Failure to 
comply with this peremptory requirement of the law ought to 
invalidate the patent. But the doctrine that a flaw in one out 
of a number of claims will avoid a patent-grant is surely worthy 
of revision. Suppose that Dr. Horxtnson had claimed (1) the 
three-wire process, and (2) a regulator ia connection with the 
dynamos—sufficiently within the scope of the main invention 
to be a “subordinate integer.” The circumstance that this 
regulator had already been anticipated or was a mere mechanical 
equivalent for a well-known device would probably have sufficed 
to vitiate the whole patent, and the invention of the three-wire 
system would have gone unrewarded. If the theory that a 

atent is “one and indivisible ” still retains all its old dominant 
orce, we submit that the time has now come when its rigour 
might, with advantage, be relaxed. 

Again—and here we proceed to deal with a suggestion which 
has recently been made in a leading daily contemporary—the 
account of profits consequential on such a judgment as Mr. 
Justice Romer delivered the other day in the Hopkinson case 
ought surely to be taken, not before a chief clerk, but before 
wo page who presided at the trial. The St. James’s and Pall 

ectric Light Co. have been ordered to account (ulti- 
mately) to Dr. Horxrnson, or the assignees of his patent, for 
the profits they have made, and are making, by the use of the 
infringing process. The basis of account, we suppose, will be 
the saving in (a) electrical energy, and (4) copper, effected by 
the three-wire system. But this very matter has already been 
investigated by Mr. Justice Romer in determining whether the 
three-wire system was patentable, and it is difficult to see why 
the parties—we are, of course, criticizing the ordinary practice, 
and not the procedure in this particular case—should be put to 
the expense of going before an official who, however competent 
he may be, is at present absolutely ignorant of the facts, and 
will have to be informed of them and of their scientific bearing 
at very considerable length. 

The last ang in the Hopkinson electrical case that calls for 
notice is the indication, which Mr. Justice Romer has been 
thought to have given, of an opinion that mixed questions of 
scientific fact and law should be decided by a scientific tribunal. 
That his lordship really intended to put this view forward as a 
definite suggestion, we are far from certain. But in the present 
electrical state of the industrial atmosphere on the subject of 

t reform, the faintest observations of so eminent a judge as 

. Justice Rower deserve attention. As applied to the trial of 

patent case. che words ‘‘scientific tribunal” might mean any 


one of three things—a legal tribunal assisted by scientists, a 
permanent patent court, and a purely scientific tribunal. The 





first of these exists in posse already in the provision made both 
by the Patents Acts and by the Judicature Act for trial by a 
judge with assessors. The second and third do not exist, and 
we trust that they never will. A patent court would certainly 
be the less objectionable of the two, but the proposal to create 
it is obnoxious to serious criticism. The judge would be a 
specialist pure and simple: divorced from the manifold activities 
of general judicial work, he would lose the breadth of vision, 
the mental elasticity, the very grasp of law without which even 
patent cases cannot be decided. Under the present law patent 
cases go with practical uniformity before the judges of the 
Chancery Division, and this arrangement gives litigants all 
the benefits of a special court without any of its drawbacks. 
The proposal to refer patent cases to a purely scientific 
tribunal is liable to the same criticisms, and has also a disad- 
vantage peculiarly its own. No such tribunal would be 
absolutely above suspicion. We do not mean for one moment 
to say that it would be prejudiced or unfair. But we do say 
that prejudice, unfairness, and crochetiness would be imputed 
to it without stint or reserve, and that its decisions would not 
command anything like the respect and consideration shewn to 
those of the ordinary courts of law. 








DEEDS OF APPRENTICESHIP. 


Tue question whether a contract entered into by an infant is 
beneficial to him so as to be binding upon him seems to be one 
which ought to depend upon the circumstances of the particular 
case, and in determining it in the recent case of Corn v. Matthews 
(reported elsewhere) the Court of Appeal deferred too much 
perhaps to the authority of the previous case of Meakin v. Morris 
(32 W. R. 661, 12 Q. B. D. 352). At common law the general 
rule is, of course, that an infant cannot bind himself by contract 
(Litt. s. 259), but Lord Coxe (Co. Litt. 172a) admits certain ex- 
ceptions, so that an infant may bind himself to pay for necessaries, 
and likewise ‘“‘for his good teaching or instruction whereby he 
may profit himself.” The obligation, however, must not be 
made subject to a penalty, or it will cease to be binding (ibid. 
and see Aylifv. Archdale, Cro. Eliz. 920). In recent times the 
exception has tended to assume the more general form that any 
contract may be binding on the infant, if it is on the whole 
beneficial to him ; and especially contracts for the purchase of 
necessaries and contracts of service and of apprenticeship. On 
the other hand, Lord Coxe’s objection to a penalty, which seems 
to have been aimed merely at penalties in bonds, has been ex- 
tended, and has crystallized into the rule that no contract can be 
binding on an infant which imposes a penalty upon him (per 
Fry, L.J., in De Francesco v. Barnum, 39 W. R. 5, 45 Oh. D., at 
. 439). 

4 In dealing, then, with any particular contract of service or 
apprenticeship it is necessary to consider whether it is in fact 
beneficial or not. In Zhe Queen v. Lord (12 Q. B. 757), 
the earliest case to which it is necessary to refer, the 
infant entered into a contract of service by which he bound 
himself to serve for twelve months at certain wages, but, if 
work was stopped through accident to the machinery, or any other 
cause, his wages were to cease; while if he absented himself 
from work he might be dismissed and all wages then due for- 
feited. This agreement, it was held, was inequitable and 
wholly void. The former point, that it was inequitable, seems 
clear. It compelled the infant to serve at all times during the 
term, but left the master free to stop his work and wages when- 
ever he chose to do so. But that it was wholly void is dis- 
putable. As against the master it could certainly have been 
enforced, for the court cannot have meant to say that if the 
master had arbitrarily refused to pay wages for the work 
actually done the infant could not have sued him on the agree- 
ment (Pollock on Contracts, p. 56). Apparently, indeed, the 
contract is not void at all, but merely voidable at the om of 
the infant. There was also the further und for holding the 
agreement to be inequitable, although the judgment does not 
notice it, that the provision for forfeiture of wages imposed a 
penalty on the infant: Corpe v. Overton (10 Bing. 252). 

In Zhe Queen v. Lord, therefore, the agreement contained 
stipulations which were on the face of them disadvantageous to 
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the infant, but in the subsequent case of Leslie v. Fitspatrick (3 
Q. B. D. 229) this was not so, and it was held that the question 
whether the agreement was really beneficial or not depended 
upon the circumstances under which it was made. An infant 
bound himself to serve for a term of five — at weekly 
wages, with a proviso that, in case of the employers ceasing to 
carry on business for certain causes, ——s strikes or com- 
binations of workmen, or any cause over which they should 
not have any control, they should be at liberty to terminate 
the agreement at fourteen days’ notice. In several re- 
spects, therefore, this was less onerous to the infant than the 
corresponding stipulation in Zhe Queen v. Lord. It did not 
prevent him from engaging in any other business when the 
work and wages stopped, and there was no forfeiture of wages. 
Moreover, the termination of the ment was not dependent 
solely on the employers’ will. ence, there being nothing 
manifestly unfair, the question whether the agreement was in 
fact unfair or not depended on matters external toit. ‘ If,” 
said Lusn, J., in delivering the judgment of Mettor, J., and 
himself, ‘‘such provisions were at the time common to labour 
contracts, or were in the then condition of trade such as the 
master was justified in imposing as a just measure of protection 
to himself, and if the wages were a fair compensation for the 
services of the youth, the contract is binding, inasmuch as it 
was beneficial to him by securing to him permanent employ- 
ment and the means of maintaining himself.” This was a 
question of fact, and was remitted for decision to the justices 
from whom the case had come. 

In the next case, Meakin v. Morris (supra), the principle of 
this decision seems not to have been followed, and Lord 
Corzrtpez, 0 J., adopted a view of the effect of single stipula- 
tions which was hardly correct. ‘‘The law, as it stands,” he 
said, “is, as I have always understood it, that you~may not 
make a contract with an infant containing stipulations that can- 
not be for the benefit, but must be to the disadvantage of the 
infant.”” And he supported this by reference to a stipulation 
for a penalty. But, as already pointed out, the rule that such a 
stipulation necessarily invalidates the contract is a mere rule of 
law, and it cannot be brought into harmony with the principle 


that in all other cases it is necessary to look at the general 
effect of the agreement, and not merely at particular clauses. 
This doctrine was clearly enunciated by Fry, L.J., in De 


Francesco v. Barnum (supra): ‘It is not because you can lay 
your hand on a particular stipulation which you may say is 
against the infant’s benefit that therefore the whole contract 
is not for the benefit of the infant. The court must look at the 
whole contract, having regard to the circumstances of the case, 
and determine, subject to any principles of law which may be 
ascertained by the cases, whether the contract is or is not 
beneficial. That appears to me to be in substance a question of 
fact.” 

In Meakin v. Morris the stipulation objected to was that the 
master should not be liable to pay wages to his apprentice so 
long as his business should be interrupted by a turn-out, and 
that the apprentice might during such turn-out employ himself 
elsewhere. In one respect this was similar to the proviso in 
The Queen v. Lord (supra), for if the turn-out was the effect of a 
lock-out by the master, the business would be interrupted and 
the wages would cease merely at his will. But this argument, 
though relied on by the court in that case, and also by the 
Court of Appeal in the present case of Corn v. Matthews, where 
there was a similar stipulation, does not seem to be entitled to 
much weight. I+ is absurd to sup that the master would lock 
out all his workmen for the sake of saving the —— 
wages. And in the provision that the apprentice might during 
the turn-out obtain employment elsewhere the agreement was 
more favourable to him than thatin Zhe Queenv. Lord. Hence it 
would have been reasonable to hold, as in Leslie v. Fitzpatrick, 
that the agreement was not on. the face of it so disadvan- 
tageous to the infant as to be necessarily invalidated, and that 
it was a question of fact whether, having regard to 
the state of trade, the stipulation was a pro one. 
Such an inquiry would probably * answered in the affirmative, 
as it may be supposed that masters would refuse to bind them- 
selves to continue the payment of to their apprentices 
when the wages of all the other workpeople had ceased. In 








Meakin v. Morris, however, no such inquiry was directed, the 


agreement being held to be on the face of it disadvantageous to 
the infant, the sume course was adopted in Corn y. 
Matthews. Having regard, however, to the defective enuncia- 


tion of the law in the former case it seems to be entitled to no 
are authority as a precedent, and it would probably ‘have been 

tter to overrule it, and to inquire whether, having regard to 
the vicissitudes of trade, the stipulation was in fact an improper 
one for the master to impose. 








THE PLAN OF CAMPAIGN IN LONDON. 


A LEARNED correspondent sends us an amusing story concerning an 
attempt to introduce into the metropolis some of the practices more 
frequently indulged in by tenants in the sister isle. A gentleman 
had purchased a small house which at the time was occupied by an 
Trish tenant at a rent of £40 per annum. The tenant promptly 
applied for a reduction of rent, and the landlord verbally psehe to 
uce it to 10s. a week. The tenant then made a few fitful payments, 
but the intervals between his payments grew em | longer, while 
the amounts paid diminished, and finally disappeared altogether. At 
last, the landlord, finding that the tenant was more than two years 
in arrear, gave a week’s notice determining the tenancy, but found 
that the tenant, on receiving the notice, claimed that he was a 
mae tenant, and entitled to six months’ notice to quit. The land- 
ord’s visit to the ao oa also revealed a state of affairs which, in 
part, - we is often found — the apo wanes the seg 
was underletting a portion of the property and regularly recei 
5s. 6d. a week y ade penta, The {Broad and his wife were 
frequent visitors at the theatres in the neighbourhood, and the wife 
soundly rated the landlord for being hard on a struggling tradesman. 
It was clear, therefore, that the sympathies of any court of justice 
would have been with the landlord, but he was nevertheless advised 
that the tenant would probably succeed in his contention if he was 
te to swear that he originally took the house by the year. 
oreover, the landlord was ignorant of the time of year at which the 
tenancy originally porsche te and Midsummer Day had just passed, 
so that it might have been impossible to determine the tenancy by 
notice before the following Christmas twelvemonth. 

The landlord thereupon had recourse to another expedient. He 
brought an action against the tenant for his debt of £50 odd, and 
applied fora judgment. The tenant appeared, and appealed 
to the court to — payment to be made by instalments of 10s. 
per week ; but the court, seeing that the claim arose from the default 
of the defendant to pay these very sums, gave an immediate judg- 
ment for the full amount. The landlord then took out a writ of 
fieri facias, under which the sheriff sold and the landlord bought the 
tenant’s interest in the house, whatever it was. Even after these - 

ings were completed, the tenant still refused to quit the spamtien, 
and the landlord was therefore compelled to bring a further action 
of ejectment inst him. He appeared in, but judgment was 
duly given, and the landlord was then able to take out a writ 
of possession. The execution of this writ caused no little commotion 
on the spot. What with sheriff’s officers, landlord’s agents, and a 
few friends on both sides, a of about a dozen persons was col- 
lected. The tenant atniad eddies to the last. Even when his 
goods were removed, and he had procured a van to take them awa; 
for the sake of protection, he declined to leave the house, and retired 
into the smallest a; ent contained in it, and then secured himself 
by means of the bolt with which such apartments are always 
furnished. The process of ejectment occupied some five or 
six hours altogether, including the siege of the defender’s last 
stronghold, and in the course of it a of bread and cheese and 
beer was needed to keep up the and spirits of the vindica- 
tors of the law. At last, when the r of the innermost of 
refuge was about to be forced, the occupant emerged from it, and his 
body was placed outside the precincts of the property with as little 
violence as possible. é 

This story is not al er uninstructive. It calls attention to the 
point that the law might be amended by giving a landlord the right 
to re-enter for non-payment of rent in all cases, and by a 
sheriff, who has sold a chattel real, to put the purchaser in 
without any need for a second action. But the chief lessons to be 
deduced from the story are that landlords should be vigilant in assert- 
ing their rights, and reduce into writing their agreements with their 
tenants, even though their doing so may involve them in the enor- 
mous ex of employing one of the much abused class of persons 
called solicitors. 





Mr. 8. H. Gatty, formerly Attorney-General of the Leeward Islands, 
has been appointed Judge of the Court at Singapore. 





190 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 


si mr it 


Jan. 21,-1893. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE VENDOR AND PURCHASER ACT, 1874. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Juurnal. | 


Sir,—It seems, as far as I am able to ascertain, to be assumed by 
the profession generally, and by the editors of the leading b .oks of 
precedents in conveyancing, that rule 1 of section 2 of the Vendor 
and Purchaser Act, 1874, renders it superfluous for a freeholder, in 
entering into a building agreement, to expressly protect himself from 
being called upon by the lessee to shew his title to the freehold. The 
rule in question is only made applicable ‘in the completion of any 
such contract as aforesaid,” that is to say, any such contract as is 
mentioned in clause 1 of the Act, or, in the words of the last-men- 
tioned clause, ‘‘any contract of sale of land.” Will any of your 
readers kindly inform me whether there is any judicial authority for 
saying that a building agreement is a ‘‘ contract of sale of land” 
within the meaning of section 1 of the Act ? 

It will be observed that the Act does not contain any ‘‘ definition ”’ 
clause, extending the ordinary meaning of the expression ‘‘ contract 
of sale of land,” and certainly the whole phraseology of clause 1 leads 
one to think that it can only be meant to relate to a contract for sale, 
in the ordinary acceptation of the expression, of a freehold interest in 
land. I should be glad to know how the expression, ‘‘ under a con- 
tract to grant a term of years,” &c., ‘‘ the intended lessee,” &c, can 
be reconciled with the opening words of section 2; or what is the 
effect of the first rule above referred to upon the point in question. 

W. 


(See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.’”"—-Ep. S. J.] 





REMOVAL OF ACTIONS FROM DISTRICT REGISTRIES TO 
LONDON. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—By virtue of the provisions of R. 8. C., ord. 35, rr. 13 and 14, 
the defendant in any action proceeding in a district registry may 
remove the same'to London by means of a notice to be served upon 
the other parties to the action and the district registrar. Rule 18 
of order 35 provides that upon the removal the defendant shall give 
notice to the plaintiff of an address for service in London, but there is 
sarap d no corresponding provision in the rules directing the 
plaintiff to give the defendant a London address where one has not 
already been given on the writ. 

Where the Sefendant resides within the district of the registry the 
plaintiff is under no obligation to give a London address on the writ: 
see ord, 4, r. 3. 

Where there is no such address, is the defendant, on the action being 
removed to London, compelled to serve all documents at the plaintiff's 
address for service in the district? If the plaintiff is willing to 
assist, apparently the only means of placing an address for service on 
the record is by means of a notice under ord. 7, r. 3. 

This is a small matter, but it would seem desirable that a new rule 
—— to meet the difficulty. RV. & 8. 

an. 17, 





SOLICITOR MORTGAGEE’S COSTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—For the assistance of your readers who will give especial 
attention to your article on this subject (ante, p. 171), may I direct 
their notice to the case of Potter v. Edwards (26 L. J. Ch. 468), which 
was not cited in Field v. Hopkins (41 Ch. D. 524), but was referred to 
in Mainland v. Upjohn (Thid. 126)? All those who were engaged in 
this last case will, I think, admit that, had not Potter v. Edwards been 
cited by defendant’s counsel, their client would not have had judg- 
ment in his favour so far as commissions already received were 
concerned. 

As the agreements to pay these and the parol agreement in Potter 
v. Edwarés were held to be good, I cannot see how it can be success- 
fully contended that a properly-drawn covenant giving a mortgagee 
solicitor profit costs in matters arising out of the subject-matter of 
the mortgage is invalid where there is evidence that the mortgagor 
understood the contract, and was not under any pressure by the 
mortgagee. A Soxiciror. 


(See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.””—Eb. S. ./.] 


THE SETTLED LAND ACT, 1890. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 
Sir,—In your issue of December 17 last, under the head of ‘‘ Current 


Topics,” is a mention of a recent decision of Mr. Justice Chitty, in 
chambers, upon section 16 (ii.) of the Settled Land Act, 1890, to the 








effect that if A., B., and C. are trustees of a settlement, with a power 
of sale to arise at the death of A., the tenant for life of the land, A. is 
not a trustee of the settlement for the purposes of the Settled Land 
Acts. This is directly opposed to a decision of the same judge, in 
chambers, in July, 1891, Le Cox & Seadon’s Contract, noted at p, 241 
of the Law Times newspaper of August 1, 1891. The judge there 
said that what the Legislature desired to provide was, that trustees 
for the purposes of the Acts should be persons in whom the testator 
had expressed his confidence, and he declared that A. & B. (C. being 
dead) were trustees under the Acts. 

THE COUNSEL FOR THE VENDOR IN ‘‘ Re Cox & SEADON.” 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
BANKS v. HOLLINGWORTH—No. 1, 11th January. 


Mayor’s Covrt—Removat or Action into High Covrt—Cerriorari— 
Discretion or JupcGe or High Courr—BorovGu anp Locat Courts or 
Recorp Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vict. c. 86), ScuepuLe, CLavuse 12. 

This was an application for a writ of certiorari for the removal of an 
action from the Mayor’s Court, London, into the High Court. The action 
wa3 commenced in the Mayor’s Court against the defendant, an outside 
stockbroker, to recover £38 paid by the plaintiff to the defendant. The 
defendant i-sued a circular asking the public to subscribe to a certain 
syndicate, and the action was brought upon the ground that the circular 
contained falee and fraudulent misrepresentations. It appeared that two 
other similar actions had been brought in the Mayor’s Court in respect 
of the same circular, one for £55 and the other for £10, and the former 
had been already removed into the High Court. The Divisional Court 
(Pollock, B., and Charles, J.), affirming the decision of the judge at 
chambers, refused the writ of certiorari. The defendant appealed. The 
Borough and Local Courts of Record Act, 1872, schedule, clause 12 (which 
by Oder in Council of June 26, 1873, is applied to the Mayor’s Court), pro- 
vides that ‘‘no action entered in the court shall before judgment be 
removed or removable from the court into any superior court by any writ 
or process, except by leave of a judge of one of the superior courts in cases 
which shall appear to such judge fit to be tried in one of the superior 
OUP. . . « 

Tue Court (Lord Esuex, M.R., and Bowen and A. L. Smrru, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the defendant contended, first, that he had 
a right under the Act t» have this action of fraud removed into the High 
Court, as it was fit to be tried there; and, alternatively, that the cbarge 
of fraud ought to be tried in the High Court, and especially so as a 
similar action had been removed, and it was desirable to remove all the 
actions into the High Court so as to have them consolidated and tried 
together. The question depended upon the true construction of c'ause 
12. Under that clause the defendant could not have the action 
removed unless it appeared to the judge fit to be tried in the High Court, 
and the judge gave leave. The words were, not in cases which were fit to 
be tried in the High Court, but in cases which ‘‘ appear to such judge to 
be fit to be tried ’’ in the High Court. The words ‘‘ fit to be tried’? must 
mean ‘‘ ought to be tried.’”’” The question, therefore, was whether, con- 
sidering all the circumstances, and the interests of all parties and of 
justice, the action ought to be tried in the High Court rather than in the 
inferior court. It was a matter of discretion, and the appeal would only 
lie for a wrongful exercise of that discretion. In the present case the 
discretion had been rightly exercised. 

Bowen and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunsgn, 2. T. Reid, Q.C , 
and Glyn; Cock, QC., and E. Morten. Soutcrrors, WV. H. Smith § Son; 
C. G. Algar. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


CORN AND ANOTHER v». MATTHEWS AND ANOTHER — No. 1, 
17th January. 


Master aNp Servant—Aprprentice—Inrant—ConTRACT NoT FOR BENEFIT 
or InrantT—VALIpITY or APPRENTICESHIP DeED. 


Appeal from the judgment of the Queen’s Bench Division upon a case 
stated by a stipendiary magistrate under 20 & 21 Vict. c. 43. By an 
apprenticeship deed dated the 12th of September, 1890, to which the 
appellants and respondents were parties, the respondent Herbert 
Matthews the younger, who was an infant of the age of nineteen years, 
bound himeelf apprentice for five years to the appellants, who were earthen- 
ware manufacturers, to learn the business of potters’ printing, and the 
appellants covenanted during the term to teach the apprentice and to find 
him fair and reasonable work and to pay him for his work and services 
7s. 34d. per score dozens of printers’ counts.. The deed contained the 
following clause: ‘‘ Provided always that the said masters shall not be 
liable or called upon to pay any wages to the said apprentice so long as 
his business shall or may be interrupted or impeded by or in consequence 
of any turn out, and the said apprentice is hereby authorized and allowed 
during any such turn out, and for such reasonable time thereafter as may 
be reasonable to enable him to determine such employment a3 hereinafter 
mentioned, to employ himself in any other manner or with any other per- 
son for his own benefit, and in case the said apprentice shall elect so to 
employ himself the said masters shall not, during the time he so employs 
himself, be bound to teach and instruct the said apprentice or cause him 
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to be taught and instructed as aforesaid.’’ The respondent, the appren- 
tice’s father, covenanted that the apprentice should ‘orm the wh. se 
and agreements therein contained. The apprentice having absented him- 
self from work from the 4th of May, 1892, the appellants applied to the 
magistrate under 38 & 39 Vict. c. 90 for an order that the respondents 
should perform the conditions and agreements of the apprenticeship deed. 
Upon the hearing the magistrate held, upon the authority of Meakin v. 
Morris (32 W. R. 661, 12 Q. B. D. 352), that the clause above eet out, 
not being for the benefit of theinfant apprentice, rendered the deed invalid. 
The Divisional Court (Wright and Bruce, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. The 
appellants appealed to the Court of Appeal. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lrypiey and Lorrs, L JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the effect of the rule laid down by Fry, 
L.J., in De Fransesco v. Barnum (39 W. R. 5, 45 Ch. D. 430) was that, 
though the mere fact of some of the provisions of an apprenticeship deed 
being for and some against the apprentice did not of itself make the deed 
invalid, yet if a stipulation were of such a kind as made the whole con- 
tract an unfair one as against the infant, that particular stipulation made 
the whole contract invalid. The stipulation must be so unfair as to make 
the whole contract as between apprentice and master unfair to the 
apprentice. It was held over forty years ago in Rg. v. Lord (12 Q. B. 757) 
that when a master had undertaken to pay wages to the infant apprentice, 
and reserved to himself the right under certain circumstances independent 
of any act of the apprentice of compelling him te work without wages, 
the stipulation was so unfair to the infant as to vitiate the contract. It 
had been held by the Divisional Court in Meakin v. Morris that a stipula- 
tion very similar to the one in the present case rendered the whole contract 
invalid. Deeds had been framed on the faith of that decision, and unless 
they were absolutely convinced that it was wrong they would follow it. 
He himself could not help thinking that he would have come to the same 
decision. The master, instead of having the apprentice to live with him- 
self, paid him wages and he lived with his parents, and the master then 
inserted a stipulation which enabled him, if other workmen offended him, 
though the apprentice had nothing to do with it, to stop paying the 
apprentice wages for as long as he pleased, while at the same time holding 
the apprentice to his service, and compelling the apprentice to work for 
him if the apprentice was unable to get work elsewhere, which under the 
circumstances the apprentice was very unlikely to get. That stipulation 
seemed to him so unfair and so much in favour of the master as to render 
the whole contract void. 

Linpiey, L.J., concurred. He was not prepared to overrule Meakin v. 
Morris. He attached great importance to the fact that the term ‘“ turn 
out ’’ in the clause in question included a lock-out by the masters. That 
gave the masfers power by their own act to bring the stipulation into 
effect. If it merely meant a strike of the workmen the case would not be 
so strong. 

A. L. Smirx, LJ., concurred.—Counset, Boddam; Stampa Lambert. 
Souicitors, Cronin, Orgill, §& Cronin, for Llewellyn § Ackrill ; Mear § Fowler, 
for E. Hollinshead. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Re DENVER HOTEL CO. (LIM.)—No. 2, 14th January. 


Company—Repuction or Caprrar—Sate ny Company or Assets ror Goop 
CoNsIDERATION — SURRENDERED SHARES PERMANENTLY BXTINGUISHED — 
Utrera vires—Compantes Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vicr. c. 131), 8s. 9— 
Compantgs Act, 1877 (40 & 41 Vicr. c. 26), a. 3. 


This was an appeal by the company from a decision of North, J., refusing 
to sanction a scheme for the reduction of the company’s capital. The 
company was registered in 1889, and was established for the purpose of 
carrying on the business of hotel proprietors, and in particular to purchase 
the Windsor Hotel at Denver, State of Colorado, America. The original 
capital of the company was £130,000 divided into 26,000 shares of £5 each. 
The Windsor Hotel was accordingly purchased, and carried on successfully 
by the company, which had until 1892 paid substantial dividends. In May, 
1891, the company took on lease a second hotel in Denver, called the 
Metropole Hotel, at a rental of £7,000 per annum. In order to meet the 
cost of fitting, furnishing, and starting this hotel the company increased 
its capital by the creation of 5,000 new ordinary shares of £5 each, of 
which 3,474 shares had been issued and fully paid up, making the total 
eubseribed capital £147,370. Debentures to the extent of £75,000 had 
been issued by the company, all of which were outstanding, and beyond 
these there were very few other creditors. The outlay on the Metropole Hotel 
had been upwards of £23,000, and the fitting and furnishing of it had 
been placed in the hands of the company’s managing director, Mr. Wm. 
Hy. Bush, who had largely exceeded the expenditure sanctioned by the 
directors. The Metropole Hotel was worked by the company at a loss. 
In consequence of this, questions srose between the company aad its 
managing director, who was one of the lessors of the Metropole Hotel, 
and ultimately it was agreed that, upon the special resolution hereinafter 
stated being duly confirmed, he and the holders of the shares mentioned 
in the resolution would take over the Metropole Hotel and furniture at 
cost price on having the shares held by them cancelled, and the capital 
paid up by them set off as against the purchase price. This pro- 
posal was considered a beneficial one for the company, and on the re- 
linquishment of the hotel the capital proposed to be cancelled would be in 
excess of the company’s requirements. At general meetings of the com- 
pany held on the 30th of March and the 14th of April, 1892, tively, 
the following special reeolution was unanimously passed and segtiniel — 
‘* That the conditions contained in the memorandum of association of the 
company be modified by reducing the capital from £155,000, divided 
into 31,000 shares of £5 each, by writing off the capital represented by 
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the following 4,742 ordivary shares of the ee ae is to say, the 
shares numbered 17.531 to 20,080, 22.154 to 22,587, 25,001 to 26,000, and 
28,046 to 28,803 inclusive (such capital being in excess of the wants of the 
company), and by ex ing altogether the liability thereon, so that 
the capital may, as reduced, consist of £131,290, divided into 26,258 
shares of £5 each.’’ At the meeting held on the 30th of March holders of 
19,995 shares, of the nominal value of £99,975, were present cither per- 
sonally or by proxy, in addition to the holders of the 4,742 shares the 
subject of the special resolution, and amounting to 24,737 shares, 
of the nominal value of £123,685, out of a total sum of £147,370. The 
agreement, dated the 8th of March, 1892, and made between the Denver 
Hotel Co. (Limited) of the one part and W. H. Bush of the other part, 
was in the following terms :—(1) The company shall deliver over to the 
said W. H. Bush possession of the hotel situate in the city of Denver and 
known as the Metropole Hotel, together with the furniture, fittings, house- 
hold effects, and other chattels of the company now being in or about the 
same. (2) The said W. H. Bush shall carry on the said hotel as heretofore 
as a first-class hotel on the English system, and shall keep the building and 
the said furniture and effects duly insured against fire, and will pay all rent, 
taxes, and other outgoings in res of the said hotel, and all municipal and 
other taxes, and will pay all debts incurred in carrying on the same, and 
will not do or suffer anything to be done whereby the lease of the said hotel 
may become forfeitable or whereby any of the said furniture or effects 
— be liable to be taken in execution. (3) The directors of the company 
will forthwith take ell necessary om to obtain from the shareholders the 
necessary resolutions for reducing the capital of the company by writing 
off the £23,710 of fully-paid ordinary shares ’’—w' were therein 
specified—‘“‘ standing in the name of W. H. Bush and his associates, and, 
if and so soon as such reduction is confirmed by the High Court of Justice 
in England, will make over to the said W. H. Bush by bill of sale the 
fittings, furniture, and effects belonging to the company in or about the 
said Metropole Hotel, in fal! discharge of all money paid up upon and all 
other claims and demands whatsoever of the registered holders in pees 
of the shares above mentioned, which shall thereupon be extinguished, 
the said W. H. Bush procuring all proper discharges for the same. (4) 
If the said resolutions shall be confirmed as aforesaid, the said hotel shall 
be deemed to have been carried on as from the Ist of February, 1892, for 
and on account of the said W. H. Bush, and the accounts between 
him and the company shall be adjusted on that basis, he being 
debited with all rents, taxes, , and other outgoings, and bei 
credited with all receipts, provided that the said W. H. Bus 
shall in that event pay to the company as and for the stores 
upon the said premises and the goodwill of the business the sum of 
15,000 dols., such sum not being intended to be covered by the extinguish - 
ment of the said shares, and to be , as to 5,000dols. in cash, as to 
5,000 dols. by note of the said W. H. Bush at six months’ date, and carry- 
ing interest at seven per cent. per annum, and as to the balance by a 1 
note at twelve months’ date, such notes to be acceptable for discount to 
the company’s bankers in Colorado, without recourse upon the company.”’ 
The articles of association provided as follows:—4. The 13,000 shares of 
the original capital numbered 1 to 13,000 inclusive shall be preference 
shares, and the 13,000 shares numbered 13,001 to 26,000 inclusive shall be 
ordinary shares. In the event of the winding up of the com the 
holders of the preference shares shall be entitled to receive in full out of 
the assets of the company the amounts paid up on such shares in priority 
to the claims of the holders of the ordinary shares to be any amount 
in respect of such shares, and in the event of the capital written off 
on a reduction of capital, amounts paid or credited on the shares 
shall be written off before the amounts paid or credited on the 
shares. Each class of shares shall tively be entitled to rank for the 
p godeedcage ow PN egos. — i Seer . 
of the com 8 not be expended e purchase of, or upon 
security mg ayhes shares. 27. The directors may at any time ta 
surrender of a share or shares on such terms and conditions as 
may think fit. Any share or shares so surrendered may be disposed 
of in the same manner as a forfeited share. 45. The company may 


in eral meeting reduce its capital by paying off fee oper pages on 
a assets, reduc- 


capital which has been lost or is 
ing the liability on the shares, cancel shares not taken or agreed to be 


en by any person, or otherwise, as may seem expedient, and capital 
may be paid off upon the footing that it may be called ip or other- 
wise. hen the petition presented by the company for confirmation 


of the special resolution came before the court, North, J., refased it, on 
the ground that he had no jurisdiction under the Companies Act, 1877, 
being of . ne that the arrangement amounted to a purchase by the 
company of its own shares, and an appreciable number of share 
had not given their consent to the scheme. The company appealed. 
Counsel for the company contended that the scheme was within the pro- 
visions of the Companies Acts, 1867 aud 1877, sections 9 and 3 respectively, 
and therefore the court could sanction the reduction. referred to 
the judgment of Lord Macnaghten in Trevor v. Whitworth (36 W. R. 145, 
12 App. Cas. 409), Re Barrow Hematite Steel Co. (37 W. R. 249, 39 Oh. D. 
582), Re Quebrada Railway, Land, and Copper Co, (40 Ch. D. 363, 37 W. R. 
Dig. 34), Re Gatling Gun (Limited) (38 W. R. 317, 43 Ch. D. 628), Re Union 
Plate Glass Co. (37 W. R. 792, 42 Ch. D. 513), Re Agricultural Hotel Co. (39 
W. R. 218; 1891, 1 Ch. 396). 

The judgment of Taz Covrr was delivered wy Lixvier, L.J., as fol- 
lows :—This is an appeal from the refusal by North, J., to sanction 


reduction of capital by a limited company, he being of that he 
was preclud * cases from so doing. [After referring to the 
company’s memorandum and articles of association, the a, and _ 


agreement of the 8th of March, 1892, his lordship con 
arrangement referred to has been sanctionel by a special resolution of 
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shareholders ; all the shareholders were not present, but no shareholder 
has dissented. The debenture-holders and other creditors assent. The 
arrangement is deemed beneficial by everyone. The substance of that 
arrangement, apart from the reduction of capital which the court is asked 
to sanction, is as follows—viz., that, in consideration of £3,000, to be 
paid by Mr. Bush to the company, and of his taking upon himself the 
obligations of the company under the lease, and of indemnifying the 
company — loss in respect of the Metropole Hotel since 
February, 1891, and in further consideration of his surrendering his 
shares to the company, the company will sell to him the lease 
and goodwill and furniture and stores of the hotel. This appears 
to us to be a transaction which the company can carry out, with 
the consent of the debenture-holders, under the company’s memo- 
randum and articles of association, without the sanction of the court. 
The company can sell part of its assets, and it can accept a surrender of 
its shares under article 27. No doubt a surrender of shares in’ considera- 
tion of a payment in money or money’s worth by the company is a 

urchase by it of its own shares, and is w/tra vires, as pointed out by Lord 
Gomnahien in Trevor v. Whitworth. But, as we understand this trans- 
action, the company is giving nothing in the shape of money or other 
available assets ee the shares which it acquires. The assets it parts with 
are the consideration for the release of the company from the heavy 
obligations and liabilities involved in the retention of the onerous lease of 
the hotel, and, on the other hand, the company is cumpromising a 
dispute with its managing directur. The company might, uo doubt, sell 
the stores and furniture for more than £3,000, but it would not in that 
way get rid of its liabilities under the lease. The bargain would be a 
good one for the company, even if the shares were not surrendered. The 
surrender of them is pure gain to the company. The buyer of the hotel 
no doubt hopes to make the hotel pay; he is himself one of the lessors, 
and may be able to make terms with the other lessors, and obtain a less 
onerous lease. His expectation of profit in some way induces him, not 
only to pay £3,000 in cash, but also to surrender his shares, and we see no 
reason why the company should not accept the surrender. The shares 
being fully paid up, their surrender involves no release by the company of 
any of its rights against the surrenderor. Under these circumstances the 
transaction is not really a purchase by the company of its own shares; 
the transaction is really a sale by the company of some of its assets for 
less than their cash value in consideration of a release from heavy 
burdens and of a surrender of shares, for which, however, it is parting 
with no saleable asect whatever. The aid of the court is not wanted to 
sanction the transaction, except so far as the company desires to treat the 
shares when surrendered as permanently extinguished. Unless the 
capital is formally reduced, the surrendered shares may be again issued ; 
they will still be part of the company’s nominal capital, and so affect the 
nominal rate of dividend. The company will not want so large a nominal 
capital if the transaction is carried out. The case is thus brought within 
the Acts which authorize a reduction of capital with the sanction of the 
court (see 30 & 31 Vict. c. 131, ss. 9 et seq. ; 40 & 41 Vict. c. 26, 8. 3). 
If this transaction really was a purchase by the company of its own shares 
from one shareholder only, we are of opinion that the court could not 
sanction it. The purchase by the company involves the possession by the 
company of sufficient assets to pay for the shares bought, and the capital 
aye by such shares weal not be lost, nor unrepresented by avail- 
able assets. The capital might be in excess of the wants of the company, 
within the words of section 3 of the Companies Act, 1877. But these 
words cannot, in our opinion, be construed so as to enable a company to 
prefer one shareholder to another of the same class as himself by buying 
» his shares, and we cannot regard Lord Macnaghten’s judgment in 

evor V. Whitworth as intimating that any such transaction is within the 
statute. His remarks were made to enforce his view that, apart from the 
Companies Acts, 1867 and 1877, it is u/trd vires of a limited company to 
buy its own shares, even if its memorandum and articles expressly 
authorize it todo so. But he was not contemplating preferring one share- 
holder to another of the same class as himself. All that the court is asked 
to do in this case is to authorize the company to reduce its nominal capital 
to the extent of the shares which it will not want when the proposed sale 
of the hotel is carried out. This, we think, the court can do, the gale it- 
self being one which the company can effect without invoking the aid of the 
court. The cases upon reduction of capital are not in a satisfactory state, 
but none of them conflict with our present decision, having regard to the 
peculiar facts with which we have to deal.—CovnsEL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., 
and Kirby. Soutcrrors, Andrew Mellor § Smith. 


[Reported by W. 8. Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. } 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL ». SMITH AND COCKS—No. 2, 14th January. 


Intanp Revenve —Pronate Duty — UNDERESTIMATE OF VALUE—OLOSE 
or ADMINISTRATION — SupsequeNt Discovery or TRUE VALUE — 
LiaBILiTy TO FURTHER Duty—‘‘ PERSON ACTING IN THE ADMINISTRA- 
tion ’’—Customs AND IntaAnD Revenve Act, 1881 (44 Vicr. c. 12), 
88. 32, 37. 

a ea by the Crown from the decision of the Divisional Court 
(Haw and Wills, JJ.), reported 36 Soxrcrrors’ Jovrnat, 557 ; 40 W. R. 
671; 1892, 2 Q. B. 289. This case raised a question as to the right of 
the Crown to require payment of further probate duty upon its 
a) after the executors have ebutaiinek an estate, that the per- 
sonal estate and effects are of greater value than that upon which probate 
duty has id. Section 32 of the Customs and I d Revenue Act, 
1881 that—‘‘If at any time it shall be discovered that the per- 
and effects of the deceased were, at the time of the grant of 
letters of administration, of greater value than the value men- 
the certificate . . . the person acting in the administration of 











such estate and effects shall, within six months after the discovery, deliver a 
further affidavit with an account to the Commissioners of Inland Revenue 
duly stamped for the amount which, with the duty (if any) previously 
paid on an affidavit in respect of such estate and effects, shall be sufficient 
to cover the duty chargeable according to the true value thereof.’”’ The 
defendants were the executors under the will of a testator who died on 
the 3rd of June, 1883. The testator bequeathed to‘the defendants, his 
executors, six pictures—four of which were by Gainsborough, one by Sir 
Joshua Reynolds, and one by Hoare ~as heirlooms, to go with the settled 
estate. In the valuation for probate duty the picture by Hoare was by 
mistake omitted, and the other pictures were valued by a skilled valuer at 
£1,194 10s. Before probate was granted the Controller of Probate and 
Legacy Daties sent to the executors these questions :—‘‘ Is the value put upon 
the furniture such as would be accepted on a sale? And are any painti 

or articles of virtu included? If so, please give particulars. Should a sale 
take place during the course of administration and a larger sum be realized 
additional duty will be payable.’”’ The following answer was given :— 
“The paintings and articles of virtu and most valuable portions of the 
furniture are made heirlooms, and will in the ordinary course not 
be saleable till the eldest son, now four or five years old, attains 
twenty-one. If the executors had been directed to sell them they 
would have sold them on the value put upon them in the valuation 
for probate if more had not been offered.”” After the receipt of 
this answer the controller raised no further question ; the probate duty 
was paid on the basis of that valuation, al probate was granted on 
August 15, 1883. Shortly afterwards the executors assented to the 
bequest of the pictures as heirlooms, and delivered them to the 
trustees, by whom they were handed over to the tenant for life of 
the settled estate. The testator’s estate was fully administered and 
wound up, and the administration was closed in March, 1886. Since then 
the defendants had not as executors had any part of the estate in their 
hands or under their control, nor had they in any way acted as executors. 
In 1888 leave was granted by the court under the Settled .Land Act, 1882, 
to the tenant for life to sell certain of the pictures, and in the following 
September and January the six pictures were sold, and realized a sum of 
£14,500, of which £500 was for the omitted picture by Hoare. In May, 
1889, an account was delivered to the commissioners (by the solicitor to the 
tenant for life and to the defendants) of the income arising from this sum, 
and duty thereon was in course of payment by instalments. The commis- 
sioners thereupon brought the discrepancy in value thus disclosed to the 
notice of the defendants, and required them to deliver a correct affidavit, 
stamped t» cover the full value of the pictures. This the defendants, the 
executors, having fully wound up the estate and closed the administration, 
declined todo. An information was accordingly filed by the Attorney- 
General on behalf of the Crown, for the purpose of enforcing payment of 
further duty upon the affidavit for probate, under section 32 of the Inland 
Revenue Act, 1881. The Divisional Court held that the defendants, the 
executors, were not, at the time of the discovery of the extra value of the 
pictures, ‘‘ persons acting in the administration of the estate,’’ and that 
the Crown was not entitled to recover further duty from them. The 
Crown appealed. 

aoe Court (Linpizy, Bowen, and A. L. Smirn, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

A. L. Sarru, L.J., read a written judgment of Tuz Court to the follow- 
ing effect :—The point to be determined is, what is the true meaning of 
the phrase ‘‘ the person acting in the administration of such estate and 
effects” in section 32 of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1881 (44 
Vict. c. 12)? Does it mean the person who has acted by applying for and 
obtaining probate or letters of administration or the person who is acting 
in the administration of the estate at the time the question arises as to the 
payment of further duty? By 48 Geo. 3, c. 149, s. 28, executors 
and others, intromitting in Scotland with the effects of deceased persons, 
were to exhibit an inventory thereof in the Commissary Court there, duly 
stamped, and if at any subsequent period a discovery should be made of 
any other effects belonging to the deceased, an additional inventory or 
inventories were to be made, verified by an affidavit by ‘‘ any person or 
persons intromitting with or assuming the management of such effects, 
and in default a penalty was imposed.”” By 55 Geo. 3, c. 184 prior 
Acts were repealed, and the duties therein prescribed were imposed upon 
probate of wills and letters of administration in England and upon con- 
firmations of testaments, testamentary or dative, and inventories to be ex- 
hibited in the Commissary Courts in Scotland. By section 41 of this Act 
it was enacted that ‘“‘ where any person on applying for the probate of a 
will or letters of administration’’ should have estimated the estate and 
effects of the deceased to be less than the same should afterwards prove to be, 
and should in someenene have paid too little duty, it should be lawful for 
the Commissioners of Stamps, on delivery to them of an affidavit of the value 
of the estate, to cause the probate or letters of administration to be duly 
stamped on payment of the full duty, and a further sum or penalty payable 
by law for stamping deeds after execution; and there was a proviso that 
the penalty might be remitted if the application was made within six 
months after the true value of the estate was ascertained and there had 
been no intention to deceive. By section 43 it was enacted that where too 
little duty should have been paid in consequence of mistake or mis- 
apprehension, ‘‘if an executor or administrator acting under such probate 
or letters of administration’ should not within six months after the pass- 
ing of the Act or after discovery of the mistake or misapprehension apply to 
the Commissioner of Stamps to make up the duty which ought to have been 

id, he should forfeit £100, together with 10 cent. upon the deficiency. 

ow, pausing here, what is the meaning of the terms ‘‘ any person apply- 


ing for the probate of a will or letters of administration’’ and ‘‘any 
executor or administrator acting under such probate or letters of adminis- 
tration’’? They appear to cover—first, the case of the person who was 
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for the probate and letters of administration ; and, secondly, the 
person who, having obtained them, was then as executor 


oh ot th 


or administrator under them. It was pointed out by Wills, J., in his 
j ent in the court below that, if the words “acting r such 
probate or letters of administration ’’ were to have no attached to 


them, he did not see why they were inserted, for the words ‘‘ executor or 
administrator’’ would carry all that was desired, and in this we agree. 
The terms of the Scotch Act coe to be synonymous with the words 
‘*an executor acting under such probate.’”?” The words are not ‘“ 
person who has intromitted or has assumed the management of fw 
estate,’’ but ‘‘intromitting with or assuming the management,’’ which we 
read ‘‘is intromitting with or is assuming’’ such ma t. In our 
judgment these sections limited the liabilities therein imposed to those 
executors or administrators who were in fact moye when the liability 
arose, and the liabilities did not attach to those who, having once been 
executors or administrators, had ceased to act, having fully administered 
the estate of their deceased. In the year 1842, by 5 & 6 Vict. c. 82, the 
probate duty in Ireland, theretofore imposed by other statutes, was 
assimilated to that payable in Great Britain. Such being the state 
of the law prior to 1881, we now come to the Act upon which 
the present question arises--viz , 44 Vict. c. 12. It will noticed 
that sections 27, 28, and 29 use the same phrase as section 41 of 55 
Geo. 2, c. 184—viz., ‘‘ the person applying for the probate or letters of 
adminisiration.’’ In section 31 the phrase is, ‘‘if at any time after the 
grant . . . and during the administration.’’ In sections 32, 35, and 
37 the last phrase is omitted, and there is inserted, ‘‘ the person acting in 
the administration of such estate and effects.’’ This is equivalent to the 
phrase ‘‘an executor or administrator acting under such probate or letters 
of administration.” In section 43 it is “‘ the person acting in the execu- 
tion of the will.’”’ Neither the Attorney-General nor Mr. Vaughan 
Hawkins was able to give any intelligible reason for these alterations of 
language, though one would suppose, if the Act had been carefully 
drawn, that some such reason would have become apparent. In these 
circumstances, what does section 32 mean? The Crown argues that the 
true meaning is that the executor or administrator who has applied for 
and has obtained the probate or letters of administration is the person to 
file the affidavit and personally pay for the extra stamp, no matter 
whether he has long since ceased to act, having fully administered the 
estate, and has no assets whereout to recoup himself. The defendants’ 
reading is that the executor or administrator who is acting at the time the 
mistake is discovered is the person to file the affidavit and pay, for he 
personally would be able to recoup himself out of the estate he is ad- 
ministering, and that the section does not apply to an executor or 
administrator who has ceased to act, having fully administered the 
estate. There is obviously this result if the last reading be correct— 
viz , that at times the Crown may be unable to obtain the duty 
which it was entitled to, but we can find nothing in the Act of 1881 
to shew any intention to alter the liability of an executor or administrator 
to that which theretofore existed, and we may add that it would appear 
from Mr. Hanson’s book that the practice of Somerset House has been 
only to look to the executor or administrator whilst the estate was being 
administered. In the next place, if the Crown’s contention is right, it 
leads to what is a manifest absurdity—viz., that the executor of an 
executor might be personally liable for an accidental omission of his 
testator which took place whilst that executor was administering the 
estate of his testator, the mistake not being discovered until after the 
death of the first executor. Mr. Vaughan Hawkins, in reply, finding he 
could not maintain this proposition, abandoned it, and he then said that 
section 32 applied only to the personal liability of the executor who had 
made the sikobiibe. By this means he hoped to surmount the difficulty, 
but we can find in the section no such limitation of liability if the wo: 
‘the person acting in the administration of such estate” are read as 
applying to a person who had once acted by taking out probate or letters 
of administration. An executor, it must be remembered, is not usually 
liable to pay out of his own assets for the acts of his testator, and yet 
— the Crown’s construction of the section he may be. We are fully 

ive to the difficulty presented by section 37. It is pointed out, and with 
truth, that the words in this section 32 and in section 37 are the same, 
and it is said that if section 32 be read as the defendants contend, then 
the Crown may be deprived of the three years within which it may require 
explanations under section 37. This is so, but we answer that when once 
the Crown abandoned its claim to look to the executor of an executor it 
abandoned its indefeasible right to the three years under section 37, for 
an executor might well die within three years, and it had to be admitted 
that then the Crown’s right was at an end. In the result, we read the 
words in section 32 as meaning the — who is acting in the adminis- 
tion of the estate when the mistake is discovered, and if there is no such 
person, the estate having been fully administered, the Crown is withont 
remedy. It must not be forgotten that this is a taxing Act imposing 
pecuniary burdens, and it is well settled that all charges upon the subject 
must be imposed by clear and unambiguous language. is certainly is 
not so in the present case, and no one can say that it is. In our judg- 
ment this appeal must be dismissed, with costse.—CounsrL, Sir Charles 
Russell, A.G., and Vaughan Hawkins ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Dibdin. 
Sorrcrrors, The Solicitor of Inland Revenue; Wade § Lyall. 


Reported by M. J. Buaxe, Barrister-at-Law. } 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


Partner Soivent—Recetver aNd Manacer—Ricur or Trustee in 


Bankruptcy To APPOINTMENT OF. 

eens ae eee who were the trustees in bank- 
ruptcy of George Barker, Hilton Cassanet Barker, and William Barker 
asking for the ai t of a receiver and manager of the business of 
distillers and and t merchants lately on by tae defend- 
ant in ership with bankrupts. The articles of partnership were 


dated the 14th of August, 1891, and provided 
from the Ist of January, 1891. 
partners should retire or become they 
to have ceased to be a partner or partners at the date of such retirement 
or bankruptcy. Clause 22 provided that upon the death of any partner, 
or upon any partner ceasing to be a r from any cause whatsoever 
before the expiration of the partnership, the partnership should there- 
sould vee tm wid waeen gtr heaod by, 
outgoing partner should vest » an pure! 5 
the remaining rs or partner, and if more than one, in shares 
seer yaegs to their then shares in the profits of the business; and the 
leceased or outgoing er or his representatives should be entitled to 
interest on capital, and to a share of profits in the business 


down to the date of the death, or to be a partner in the partner- 
ship. Provision was then made for the shares of and 
profits of an outgoing partner as aforesaid, and the clause continued : ‘* And 


his or their share or respective shares in the capital of the apaer em shall 
remain as a loan to the surviving or continuing — or partner 

the residue of the said term of fourteen years or duriag such shorter 

as such surviving or continuing partners or partner shall carry on the said 
business, either alone or in partnership with any other persons or person, in 
accordance with the provisions of these presents, bearing interest at the 
rate of £5 per cent. per annum, payable on the usual quarter days. And 
the repayment of the said loan at the end of the said period, together with 
interest thereon as aforesaid, shall be eecured to the outgoing partner or 
partners or his or their representatives, as the case may be, at the 

and by the joint and several bond or the bond or covenant of the ving 
or contin partners or .”? The whole of the capital in the busi- 
ness belo to Geo. , the father of the other three partners. The 
defendant, the youngest of the three sons, had for some years previously 
to the present term of partnership been manager of the business under the 
former partnership les, and continued to act as such during the pre- 
sent partnership. One of his brothers had taken an active part in the . 
business down to the end of 1890, when the former partnership expired. 
The bankrupts at the time of their bankruptcy, June, 1892, were engaged 
in a very large business as bankers and financial agents, and in other busi- 
nesses. The plaintiffs in the action claimed a declaration that the articles 
of partnership under which the defendant claimed to retain as a loan the 
shares of the bankrupts in the capital of the partnership for the residue 
of the term of fourteen years from the Ist of January, 1891, were 
void as against the plaintiffs and the creditors of the bankrupts. They 
also asked for an account, and that the partnership business might be 
wound up and the aseets realized under the direction of the court. 
Counsel for the plaintiffs contended that the capital in the business 


belonged to the bankrupts and their creditors, who could not be kept out 
of their rights for a period of nearly fourteen years. The of 
artnership were a fraud on the ba ptcy laws. They cited Higgin- 


tham v. Holne (19 Ves. 88), Ex parte Mackay (21 W. R. 664, L. R. ; 
643), Whitmore v. Mason (2 J. & H. 204), and Wilson vy. Greenwood (1 Swans. 
471). [Peratene, J., referred to Lindley on Partnership, 5th ed. 
Counsel for the defendant, in refe to the above cases, 


If the contract was bond fide, any partner a 
trustee in bankruptcy was bound to regard the rest as debtors, and must 
take his debt by instalments, with interest. It was not taking away the 
property of the Lbeniaaes, but selling it on icular terms. No case 
was made out or suggested against the defi t gg and, there- 
fore, the plaintiffs were not entitled to a receiver. here was no 
authority to say the clause in the articles was a fraud on the aageg wf 
laws, tand therefore his lordship could not now say it was. They 
referred to Ex parte Jay, Re Harrison (28 W. R. 449, 14 Ch. D. 19), Er 
parte Stoveld (1 G. & J. 308), and Lindley on Partnership, p. 670. 

Srreuina, J., after stating the facts, said that if the clause in 
were valid the creditors of the bankrupts would be kept out of share 
of the partnership pro for about years, and would have no 
security for it e t the bond or covenant of the defendant, who did not 
bring one shilling into the business. It a to him 
Wilson v. Greenwood (ubi supra) applied to 
other cases cited did not y. In that case articles of 
vided that on dissolution death, notice, or misconduct 
the remaining — should have the 
valuation, pay: a A 


and that on the ban 
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COLLINS v. BARKER—Stirling, J., 13th January. 
PARTNERSHIP — BANKRUPTCY OF SOME OF THE ParTNERS — REMAINING 


at the circumstances of the case - 
clusion that the was not made bond Ade, but to protect the 
continuing in the event of one the partners becoming 
bankrupt. ow, in the present case Go dome am See SS oe 
was not quite Mr. George Barker and the both said 














that be thought that it was a provision for the death of his father, so | 
that he should not have to pay out his capital in that event. It appeared 
that at the time when the deed was prepared the other businesses in 

which Mr. George Barker and his two elder sons were engaged were then | 
insolvent. Some of the family must have known that, perhaps not George | 
Barker himself, who was an old man and had retired from active business, | 
but someone must have known that a crisis would occur, and the clause 
could not have got into the deed without there being some knowledge of 
the circumstances. In his lordship’s opinion it had been sufficiently made 
out that there was a case to be tried, and having regard to the Jarge 
interests of the plaintiffs they must be protected. He must treat the case 
for the present purpose as if the clause had been struck out by the bank- 
muptcy, and no other provision bad been made, Im an ordinary casea 
solvent partner would be entitled to wind up the partnership affairs, and 
the usual course where disputes as to the management of the partnership 
affairs arose between the trustee and the solvent partners, and there was 
no reason for distrusting the latter, was, as stated in Lindley on Partner- 
ship, 5th ed., p. 670, that the court would appoiat one of them receiver of 
the partnership property, directing him to give security, to pass 
his accounts, and to furnish the trustee with proper accounts, 
and to allow him at all reasonable times to inspect the part- 
nership books. The defendant claimed the benefit of his primd fucie 
right to be appointed receiver in accordance with the practice of the court. 
The plaintiffs did not object to his being manager, but wished that some- 
one should be appointed receiver jointly with him, and that was the ques- 
tion whish his lordship had to determine. He felt strongly that the 
plaintiffs’ risk was so great that they ought to be protected, but the 
defendant was a partner and a solvent one, and no reason had been shewn 
why he should not be appointed receiver and manager in accordance with 
the practice of the court. He must give ample security, pass his accounts, 
furnish the plaintiffs with proper accounts, and allow them the fullest 
access to the ks at all reasonable times, and, further, when the balances 
in his hands should have reached a certain amount, to be agreed upon by 
the parties, he must pay the amount into court, or to a joint account ata 
bank in the nanres of the plaintiffs and himself. His mode of remunera- 
tion must be settled by the chief clerk at chambers. His lordship said 
he did not think it right to appoint the defendant manager and someone 
else receiver, as that course sometimes led to difficulties. He must com- 
plete his security within a fortnight.—CovnseL, Hastings, Q.C., and H. 7. 
Eve ; Buckley, Q.C., and Vernon Smith. Soricrrors, Arthur J. Benjanin ; 
Whittington, Son, § Barker. 

‘[Réported by W. 8. Gopparn, Barrister-at-Law. 


Winding-up Cases. 


Re CIVIL SERVICE BREWERY CO. (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 
11th January. 
Company—Votuntary WINDING Up—WINDING UP UNDER SvPERVISION— 
Taxation—Costs or Votuntary Liqurpator. 


A petition was presented for the winding up of the above-named com- 
pany. A voluntary winding up was subsequently commenced. The 
a now asked that the voluntary winding up of the company might 

continued under supervision. The company consented to the super- 
vision order beiog made. 

Vaucuan Wititams, J., made the supervision order, and said that the 
costs of the liquidator and his solicitor must be taxed, and that the taxa- 
tion must be a condition precedent to costs being allowed to either.— 
Counszi, C. E. E. Jenkins ; W. H. Stevenson; Higgins; E. Ford. Souict- 
tors, Saunders, Hawksford, § Bennett ; Rosenthal § Fernley. 

[Reported by V. pr 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


LAWSON v. MASTER; CIRENCESTER ELECTION PETITION — 
13th January. 


Practice — Paruiament— Evecrion Peririon—Tata. or —CHAnce or 
Venve—Scrvtiny— Specrat Circumstances '’—31 & 32 Vicr. c. 125, 
8. 11, sun-sxcrion 11. 

This was an application to change the venue of the Cirencester Election 
Petition, on the ground that ‘‘ special circumstances’’ existed within the 
meaning of section 11 of sub-section 11 of the Parliamentary Elections Act, 
1868 (31 & 32 Vict. c. 125). The above sub-section provides that the trial 
of an election petition in the cave of a county shall take place in the 
county, ‘* provided always, that if it shall appear to the court that special 
circumstances exist which render it desirable that the petition should be 
tried elsewhere than in the county, it shall be lawful for the court to 
appoint such other place for the trial as shall appear most convenient.’’ 
By cection 9, sub-section 3, of the Redistribution of Seats Act, 1885 
(48 & 49 Vict. c. 23), the law relating to parliamentary elections shall apply 
to each division of a county as if it were a separate county. Iu the | 
present caee charges of corrupt and illegal practices were abandoued, and | 
the petition was reduced to a scrutiny of votes, under which the matters 
to be investigated were the case of one tendered ballut paper, which, it was 
stated, would involve the calling of :ome six witnesses, and the examina- 
tion of forty-two ballot papers on the one side and twenty on the other, 
which had cn the recount been reserved for the opinion of the court. It 
was contended by counsel for the petitioner that, the petition being re- 





duced to a scrutiny, and both sides concurring in the application, such 
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‘* special circumstances’’ existed as would induce the court to order the 
petition, on the ground of convenience, to be heard in London. He cited 
Collins v. Price (5 C. P. D. 544). Counsel for the respondent supported tie 
application, and pointed out that a divisional court had already made an 
order removing the trial from Cirencester to Gloucester. 

Tue Covrar (Lord Corertper, C.J., and Cave, J.) refased the applica- 
tion. The provisions of the Act were of great importance, and no evasions 
of them could be sanctioned by the court. The intention of the Act was 
to secure that the trial of the petition should take place where it arose, and 
among the people interested, so far as might be reasonably possible. It 
accordingly provided that it should not take place elsewhere, unless in the 
opinion of the court ‘‘ special circumstances ”’ existed which rendered it 
desirable. Such special circumstances were a condition precedent, 


| without which no court bad a right to change the venue. The mere 


fact that the petition was reduced to a scrutiny, and that it would 
be more convenient to the parties to try elsewhere, on the ground 
of expense or otherwise, were not, in the opinion of the court, such 
‘* special circumstances,’’ and it was most desirable, having in view the 
importance of the secrecy of the ballot, that a scratiny of ballot papers 
should not, without strong reason, be conducted at a distance from 
the constituency, but rather where the people affected could see the full 
nature of the precautions under which it was conducted. If there was 
reason to suppose that the fair trial of a petition would be interfered with 
by, for instance, the overpowering influence of one man, by strong feeling 
on one or both sides in the constituency, or by possible riot, then it 
might be said that ‘‘ special circumstances’’ existed which would justify 
such an order as was asked for here, but mere convenience was not suffi- 
cient.—CounsgeL, A. 7. Lawrence; J. I. Coward. Soxicrrors ann AGENTS, 
H. P. & J. H. Cobb; Peacock § Goddard, for Muliings, Ellett, § Co., Ciren- 


cester. 
{Reported by J. P. Merton, Barrister-at-Law. } 


M'KENZIE -. DAY—14th January. 
%? 


Licenstnc Acts— Intoxicatinc Liquor — ‘‘ Itiecatty Deatine ww’? — 
Licenstna Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vicr. c. 49), s. 17. 

This was an appeal, upon a case stated, from a decision of the stipendiary 
magistrate at Cardiff. A person named Ellen Day was charged with 
illegally dealing in intoxicating liquor contrary to the provision of the 
Licensing Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 49), s. 17. By that enactment it is 
provided that a justice of the peace may, upon information on oath, issue 
a search warrant for the detection of liquors sold or kept contrary to law ; 
and that when a constable has entered premises and has seized and 
removed such liquors in pursuance of the warrant, ‘‘any person found at 
the time on the premises shall, until the contrary is proved, be deemed to 
have been on such premises for the purpose of illegally dealing in 
intoxicating liquors, aud be liable to a penalty not exceeding forty 
shillings.” It was proved before the magistrate that upon a constable, in 
pursuance of a warrant, entering a houre in Mary Anne-court, Cardiif, 
which was not licensed for the sale of intoxicants, he found a per-on in 
the act of handing a pint of beer toa man, who gave money for it; and 
upon his collecting the drinking vessels found on the premises the 
defendant refused to give up hers, saying that she had paid forit. The 
learned magistrate held that the words ‘“‘ ilicgally dealing’’ in the Act of 
Parliament meant ‘‘ illegally selling,’’ and that the defendant could not 
be convicted of the offence charged, but stated a case for the opinion of 
the court. Counsel for the appellant were stopped by the court, and it 
was contended by counsel for the respondent that upon the grammatical 
meaning of the word ‘‘dealing,’’ which was used in the dictionaries in 
the sense of ‘‘ distribution,’’ it must be confined to selling, and could not 
include buying, and, further, that it was not the intention of the 
Legislature to create a new offence by means of a mere sentence in a 
paragraph in a section dealing with the right of search, and further that the 
expression ‘‘illegally dealing with’’ was an abbreviation for the larger 
expression, ‘‘sold by retail or exposed or kept for sale,’’ in the earlier 
part of the section, and that the object of the paragraph was to meet any 
difficulty in proving who was the actual seller. 

Tue Court (Lord Cotertoce, C.J., and Cave, J.) allowed the appeal. 
The plain meaning of the word ‘‘ dealing” included the buyer as well as 
the seller; two parties were required to a dealing. The object of the 
section was to prevent taking place in a private house what was illegal in 
a public-house. It therefore provided that everyone present in the house 
under the circumstances mentioned should be presumed to be guilty of 
an ‘‘ illegal dealing’’—that was, of joining in an act which could not be 
done by one alone—uonless the presumption were rebutted. ‘The case 
must, therefore, be sent back to the magistrate with an order to him to 
convict —Counsg., B. F. Williams, Q.C., and C. J. Jackson ; Brynmor Jones. 
Sorrcrtors, Andrew Mellor §& Smith, for Wheatley, Town Clerk, Cardiff ; 
Riddell, Vaizey, § Smith, for J. H. Jones, Cardiff. 

{Reported by J. P. Metxor, Barrister-at-Law. } 


WEALL AND ANOTHER ,. JAMES AND ANOTHER—13th January. 


PARTNERSHIP—ACTION AGAINST Two PARrTNERS—JUDGMENT BY CONSENT 
AGAINST ONE PartNern—CowuNTER-CLAIM BY OTHER PartneR—EstTorpPpEL— 
ARBITRATION—REFERENCE OF ‘ALL «Matrers IN DIrrERENCE IN THE 
Action ’’—REFEREE TO SAY ‘‘ WHAT IS FAIR BETWEEN THE PanrtiEs’’— 
CoUNTER-CLAIM, WHETHER WITHIN TERMS OF REFERENCE. 


This was a motion by the plaintiffs to set aside or vary suxh portions of 
a certificate of a master as directed that the defendant James was éntitled 
to the sum of £230 upon his counter-claim. An action had been brought 
by the plaintiffs, a firm of solicitors, against the defendants James and 
Emerson, members of a firm en, in mining transactions, to recover 
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payment of their bill of costs for certain litigation. The litigation to 
which the bill of costs referred was carried on by the plaintiffs on behelf 
of the firm of which James and Emerson were members. Upon an appli- 
cation for judgment under order 14 Emerson consented to judgment 
being signed against him, but James obtained leave to defend, ani con- 
tended that the solicitors had been overpaid and were liable to repay cer- 
tain sums. Eventually by consent it was ordered that ‘‘ the defendant 
James do deliver his defence, and that then all matters in difference in 
this action be referred to Master the Honourable Robert Butler to say 
what is fair between the plaintiffs and the defendant James.’’ The de- 
fendant James then delivered a counter-claim, alleging that the firm had 
overpaid the plaintiffs. The master certified that the plaintiffs had been 
overpaid to the amount of £230, and that the defendant James was en- 
titled to recover that sum by way of counter-claim. In support of the 
motion it was contended that the counter-claim was not within the terms 
of the reference, and, further, that James was estopped by the judgment 
against Emerson from recovering the whole amount on behalf of the firm, 
and that he could only recover his aliquot part of the £230. 


Tue Court (Day and Cottrs, JJ.) held that under the terms of the 
reference the counter-claim was properly dealt with by the master, and 
that the judgment against Emerson did not prevent James from recover- 
ing tke whole balance due to the partnership. Motion dismissed.— 
CounseL, Shearman; Macaskie. Soutcrrors, Weall § Barker ; Williamson, 
Hill, § Co. 

Reported by J. E. Atvovs, Barrister-at-Law. | 


SALT UNION (LIM.) v. WOOD—17th January. 


Master anp Servant—SeaAMAN—DISOBEDIENCE TO OrnpERS—SuMMARY Pro- 
CEEDINGS BEFORE Justices—*‘ Sracorna Surp’’—Empioyvers anp Work- 
MEN Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 90)—Mercuant Surppine Act, 1854 
(17 & 18 Vicr. c. 104), ss. 109, 243. 


The question in this case was whether proceedings taken by the appel- 
lants against the respondent under the Employers and Workmen Act, 
1875, for refusing to carry out his contract of service were the proper 
remedy for the conduct complained of, or whether the matter was one 
which ought to be dealt with under the Merchant Shipping Act, 1854, and 
not under the above-mentioned Act. The facts, as set out in a special 
case stated by justices of the county of Chester, were shortly as fol- 
lows :—The respondent was one of the crew of the steamship <Aldion, a 
vessel or barge exclusively used for the conveyance of salt upon the rivers 
Weaver and Mersey from Winsford, the place of its manufacture, to 
Liverpool, where it was transferred to oceangoing vessels. The voyages 
of The Albion upon tidal waters did not extend beyond the port of Liver- 
pool. Zhe Albion was registered under the Merchant Shipping Acts as a 
British ship, her registered tonnage being 102 99 tons. No articles of 
agreement in writing had been entered into between the appellants and 
the respondent, nor was he registered as a s2aman. He was paid weekly 
wages, and his contract of service was determinable on a week’s notice. 
It was alleged that he had refused to obey orders given to him by the 
appellants’ superintendent. Proceedings were taken against the respond- 
ent by summons under the Employers and Workmen Act, 1875. Section 
13 of that Act, which provides that it shall not apply to seamen, was 
repealed by section 11 of the Merchant Seamen (Payment of Wages and 
Rating) Act, 1880 (43 & 44 Vict. c. 16). It was, however, contended on 
behalf of the respondent that he was a seaman and The Albion a ship 
within the meaning of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1854, and that 
section 243 of that Act, which provides for the punishment of acts of dis- 
obedience by seamen, took away by implication any other remedy against 
the respondent, and that, therefore, the appellants could not. proceed 
against the respondent under the Employers and Workmen Act, 1875 : 
Great Northern Steamship Fishing Co. v. Edgehill (11 Q. B. D. 225, 31 W. R. 
Dig. 99). On the other hand, it was admitted that if section 243 applied, 
the proceedings under the Employers and Workmen Act would not lie ; 
but it was said that that section only applied to ‘‘seagoing ships ”’’; that 
The Albion was not such a ship, and that, therefore, the appellants had no 
remedy under that section. Section 243 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 
1854 (which section is contained in Part III. of that Act) provides for the 
punishment of a seaman who wilfully disobeys a lawful command. Section 
109, with which Part III. of the Act commences, provides that ‘‘ the 
various provisions of the 3rd part of this Act shall have the following 
applications unless the context or subject-matter requires a different 
application (that is to say) . . the whole of the 3rd part of this Act 
shall apply to all seagoing ships registered in the United Kingdom ’’ (with 
certain exceptions which are immaterial to the present case), ‘‘ and to the 
owners, masters, and crews of such ships respectively wherever the same 
may be.”’ ‘The justices were of opinion that The Albion was a ‘‘ ship” 
and the respondent a ‘‘seaman’’ within the meaning of the Merchant 
Shipping Act, 1854, and, on the authority of Great Northern Steamship 
Fishing Co. v. Edgehill, held that the appellants had no remedy under the 

Employers and Workmen Act, 1875, and dismissed the complaint. At the 
hearing of the appeal counsel for the respondent cited The Milford (Swab. 
362) and The Jonathan Goodhue (Ib. 524), and contended that “ seagoing’’ 
in section 109 meant ‘‘ capable of going to sea,’’ although not actually 
used for that purpose. 

Tue Courr (Lord Cotentinaz, C.J., and Cave, J.) allowed the appeal. 


Lord CoLgripcz, C.J.—The point is a simple one—namely, whether 
section 243 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1854, applies to this case. If 
it does not, then these proceedings were rightly taken; if it does, they 
were wrong. The application of section 243 depends upon the words of 
section 109, for that seclion says that the Act is to apply to “‘all seagoing 


The vessel in question is registered, but I think that she is not a seag 

ship within the meaning of the Act of Parliament. We have to in ; 
an eminently practical Act of Parliament, the meaning of which it is most 
important that those concerned should tinderstand. If we were to em! 

every bench of a upon an inquiry, not as to whether a  seryr go 
ship does actually go to sea, and, therefore, is a seagoing ship, but as to 
whether she might, under certain circumstances, go to sea, I cannot 
imagine anything more difficult for them to decide. A ship is a 
ship whose practice is to go to sea. This ship does not do that in any 
reasonable sense. She is one of a number of ships engaged in traffic in 
the river Weaver and in the estuary of the Mersey, where she is met by 
oceangoing ships. It may be that she is very capable of going to sea, but 
she does not do so, and therefore she is not a seagoing ship. 

Cave, J.—I am of the same opinion. The point is, et 
speaking, a narrow one. It turns upon the construction of ion 109 of 
the Merchant Shipping Act, 1854, and that construction depends upon the 
application of the maxim, ‘ expressio wnius exclusio alterius.’’ The decisions 
in Swabey’s Reports are rather in favour of the appellants than of the 
respondent. Dr. Lushington did not mean to decide that there was no 
meaning in section 109; the ‘‘wnus’’ being registered seagoing British 
sbips, the question was, was the “alter’’ foreign ships, or was it British 
sbips that were not registered or that did not go to sea? The decision was 
that the ‘‘alter’’ was not foreign ships. As to the question whether this 
ship was or was not a seagoing ship, I entertain no doubt that it was not. 
Case remitted.—Counset, J. FE. Bankes; T. G. Carver. So.sctrors, Busk § 
Co., for John H. Cooke, Winsford ; J. W. Thompson, Liverpool. 

{Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. | 


JACKSON v. MARGRETT--18th January. 


Practice —AprprgaL rrom County Courr—Nortice or Morton, Service or— 
Service uvron Lonpon Aceyt or Country Soriciror—R. 8. C., LIX., 12, 


Appeal by the defendant from a judgment given in a county court. 
The objection was taken on behalf of the respondent that there was no 
roper service of the notice of appeal, as required by ord. 59, r. 12. 
With regard to appeals from county courts or other inferior courts of 
record of civil jurisdiction to divisional courts, rule 12 of order 59 pro- 
vides :—‘‘ The notice of motion shall be served and the appeal entered — 
within twenty-one days from the date of the judgment, order, or finding 
complained of.’’ In this case notice of ap had been served within the 
proper time upon the London agent of the solicitor for the respondent, 
but such London agent had not sent on the notice to the country solicitor 
until it was too late. That is, no notice of appeal was served either upon 
the respondent himself or his country solicitor, but a proper notice of 
appeal was served upon the town agent of the country solicitor. It was 
now objected on the part of the respondent that there was no proper 
notice of appeal served within the rule, and that, therefore, the appeal 
could not be heard according to the decision in the case of Powell v. 
Thomas (39 W. R. 224; 1891, 1 Q. B. 97), where the court expressed an 
opinion that in the case of an appeal from a county court, where the 
solicitor for the respondent carries on business in the country, service of 
the notice of motion on the solicitor’s London agent is not sufficient 

service to satisfy ord. 59, r. 12. 

Tuer Court (Lord Corznimer, C.J., and Cave, J.) allowed the objection, 
holding that in such cases service of the notice of appeal upon the London 
agent of the country solicitor for the respondent is not a sufficient service 
within the rule, and they dismissed the appeal upon that ground, but 
without costs.:—CounseL, Gwynne James ; Daniel Lee. Soxtrcrroas, Field, 
Roscoe, § Co., for F. 8. Gale, Cheltenham ; Shearman § Rayner, for L. T. 
James, Cardiff. 

[Reported by Sir Suzrsrow Baxer, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. | 


DANDO v. BODEN —18th January. 


Practice—SpeciaLiy-1nporsep Writ—Birt or Excuanoz—C.iam Por 
Bank Cuxarces—Liquipatep Damaces—Bitis or Excnance Act, 
1882, s. 57. 

This was an appeal by the plaintiff from an order of Kennedy, J., in 
chambers, setting aside a judgment. The action was brought on a bill 
of exchange, and by the writ, which was specially indorsed, the sum of 
£25 2s. 94. was claimed. The particulars on the writ shewed that that 
sum was made up of £25, the amount of the bill, and 2s. 9d. ‘‘ bank 


charges.’’ On the defendant's default in entering appearance ju nt 
was signed by the plaintiff. The defendant then applied to the t 
registrar to set the judgment aside, but failed in his application. He 


appealed to the judge in chambers, who set aside the judgment on the 
ground of want of jurisdiction. The plaintiff appealed. On behalf of 
the defendant it was contended that the indorsement was a bad apecial 
indorsement, the claim of 23. 9d. for bank ch being a claim for 
unliquidated damages, and there bring nothing on the face of the writ to 
shew that the bank charges were the same as expenses of noting, which 
by section 57 of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, may be recovered as 
liquidated damages. 

‘Tue Covrt (Day and Cottixs, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Day, J., said that the objection of the defendant could not be sustained. 
By the Bills of Exchange Act the expenses of noting could be recovered 
as liquidated damages, and 1t was clear that in this case the wordy 
“bank c s’’ were used to cover the same thing as expenses of noting. 
The mere fact that the identical words of the Act had not been used was 
immaterial. 

Coutts, J., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Counset, 4. 7. Lawrence ; 
Jelf, Q.C., and Alfred Lyttelton. Sorscrrors, Field, Roscoe, § Co., for Stokes 
§ Hooper, Dudley ; G. Warmington, for Plant, Dadley. 





ships registered in the United moms ae ft the ships must have both 
qualifications, they must be “ seagoing” and they ‘must be registered. 





[Reported by F. O. Ronyxsox, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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CARR v. FOWLE—15th January. 

RENT-CHARGE IN LIEU or Extraorpinany Titne—Lanp Tax—Exrra- 
ORDINARY TiTHE Repemption Act, 1886 (49 & 50 Vict. c. 54), ss. 3, 4, 
SUB-SECTION (5). 

This was a special case stated by order of the master raising a point of 
law in the action. The action was brought by the plaintiff, the vicar of 
the parish of Marden, in Kent, against the defendant, who was the 
collector to the local commissioners for the land tax, to recover the sum of 
£17 10s. 4d. In February, 1892, the defendant distrained upon certain 

in the plaintiff’s vicarage, as a distress for non-payment of the 
d tax, and the plaintiff, in order to prevent the sale after seizure, paid 
the sum now sued for under protest. The distress was levied in respect 
of the land tax alleged by the defendant to be due in respect of the rent- 
charge payable to the plaintiff, which was substituted by the Extra- 
ordinary Tithe Redemption Act, 1886, for extraordinary tithe. The 
plaintiff admitted that the distress was legal and og in all respects if 
the new rent-charge was not exempt from the land tax. The plaintiff 
contended that it was so exempt. 

Tue Covrt (Day and Cottrns, JJ.) gave judgment for the plaintiff. 

Day, J., eaid that he was of opinion that under the Extraordinary Tithe 
Redemption Act, 1886, the rent-charge was exempt from payment of the 
land tax, and that the plaintiff was therefore entitled to judgment. 
That Act substituted a tithe rent-charge for the former extraordinary 
tithe. The origin of the rent-charge was to be found in section 3 of the 
Act, and that section thee that in order to arrive at the rent-charge 
the net annual value of the extraordinary tithe was to be taken, and that 
net annual value was obtained by first deducting the expenses of collec- 
tion, rates, taxes (except the income tax), and other outgoings. In that 
way a capital sum was arrived at, on which the rent-charge was based. 
Then by section 4, sub-section 5, it was provided that the rent-charge 
should not be subject to any parochial, county, or other rate, charge, or 
assessment. It had been argued for the defendant that the land tax was 
not a parochial or a county rate, but a parliamentary tax, and that 
therefore this rent-charge could be asseesed to the land tax. He did not 
agree with that argument. Section 3 contained precise words that in 
calculating the rent-charge all taxes were to be deducted except the 
income tax, and the object of section 4, sub-section 5, was to protect the 
rent-charge from being assessed to parochial or county rates, but there was 
reserved to Parliament the right to do so in the future if it should be 
desired. To make the rent-charge liable to the land tax would be a great 
injustice, and could not have been intended by the Legislature. To do so 
would be to make the plaintiff pay the land tax twice over, because it had 
already been deducted under rection 3 in obtaining the net annual value of 
the extraordinary tithe. It would require very clear words to attribute 
such injustice to the Legislature, but it was not necessary todo so in this 
case. 

Cotuins, J., concurred. Judgment forthe plaintiff.—CounseL, Meadows 

White, Q.C., and Stevenson Moore ; Channell, Q.C., and 7. Willes Chitty. 

Soxicrrons, Peterson ; Kingsford, Dorman § Co., for Philpott § Callaway, 

Cranbrook. 





[Reported by F. 0. Rosinson, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


COBB v. GREAT WESTERN RAILWAY CO.—16th January. 


Ramway Company—Lianmiry To PassENGER—-PASsENGER 
Friitow PAssEncrrs. 


In this case a preliminary point of law was ordered by the master to be 
decided before trial—viz., as to whether the statement of claim disclosed 
any cause of action. The plaintiff by his writ claimed damages for loss 
suffered through the negligence of the defendant company’s servants. The 
statement of claim set out that on the 6th of May, 1892, the plaintiff 
travelled on the Great Western Railway from Shrewsbury to Birmingham. 
On the train stopping at Wellington about sixteen men entered the 
carriage in which the plaintiff was seated, and robbed him of £89 which 
he was carrying in his pocket. The plaintiff complained to the station- 
master, but the stationmaster, immediately after receiving his complaint, 
gave the signal for the departure of the train, and the train departed 
accordingly, and the plaintiff was thus prevented by the stationmaster 
from having the men searched and taken into custody. Two of the men 
had since been identified and convicted of robbing the plaintiff, but the 
£89 had not been recovered. The statement of claim further alleged that 
the defendant company had been negligent in permitting the carriage in 
which the plaintiff was travelling to be overcrowded, and had, therefore, 
facilitated the hustling and robbing of the plaintiff. 

Tue Court (Day and Cottrns, JJ.) held that the statement of claim 

no cause of action. 

Coxuis, J., said that on behalf of the plaintiff two points had been 
raised, first, that by reason of the overcrowding the plaintiff had been 
robbed. That, however, failed, because there was no connection between 
the overcrowding and the robbing. The second point raised the question 
whether there was any duty on the company after the theft had been com- 
mitted to give facilities for the capture of the thief. He was of opinion 
that the giving of such facilities was not part of the contract of carriage 
which ted between the passenger and the company, and there was no 
lability on the company in point of law to do so. Therefore there was no 
cause of action. 


Day, J., concurred. 


ROBBED RY 


Statement of claim struck out.—Counset, Harper ; 


A. Lyttelton. Sorrctrors, Steadman, Van Praagh, § Sims, for Wilmshurst, 
; R. R. Nelson. 


{Reported by F. O. Ronrsoy, Barrister-at-Law. ] 
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Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re H. D. FRAPE—North, J., 13th January, 


TaxatTion—Souictron AND CLIENT—AGREEMENT Aas TO Costs—SIGNATURE 
BY THE Party To BE Bounp—TerMs oy AGREEMENT—TAXATION AFTER 
Payment or Brrr—Soutcrrors Act, 1870, ann Soxicrrors’ Remunera- 
tion Act, 1881, s. 8 


This was an appeal in an adjourned summons on the part of a 
solicitor against the decision of the chief clerk in chambers, who 
had directed his paid bill of costs to be tuxed. The solicitor, to 
whom his client (one Mr. F. Perrett) was much indebted on other 
transactions, completed for him the sale of a small freehold property. 
Before receiving the prea ess the client expressed a wish that 
all accounts between them should be settled. According to the solicitor’s 
affidavit it was agreed on both sides that £80 should be paid to the 
solicitor for ‘‘ agreed costs.’”’ A form of account was drawn up by the 
solicitor’s clerk headed ‘‘ Mr. Frederick Perrett, senior, in account with 
Mr. H. D. Frape,’’ shewing on one side the items debited, and on the 
other side the items credited to the client by the solicitor. The account 
shewed a balance of £123 4s. 6d. due to Perrett. From this sum the item 
‘* By agreed costs £80” was next deducted, leaving a final balance due to 
Perrett of £43 4s. 6d. Below Perrett had written, ‘‘ Received this 23rd 
day of February, 1892, of Mr. H. D. Frape the sum of £43 4s. 6d., in 
settlement of the above account, to which I hereby agree. F. Pernerr.’’ 
Subsequently the client issued a summons in the Queen’s Bench Division 
for delivery of bills, to which the solicitor agreed, and delivered ten bills of 
costs. On the 13th of July, 1892, a summons to tax the bills on the part 
of the client was issued in the Chancery Division and assigned to 
North, J. His lordship’s chief clerk, on the authority of Re Lewis, Ex 
parte Munro (24 W. R. 1017, 1 Q. B. D. 724), @ case decided under the 
Solicitors Act, 1870, directed the account to be taxed, on the und that 
the agreement was invalid as not having been signed by the solicitor. On 
the matter being adjourned into court, it was contended on behalf of 
the solicitor (1) that the Act of 1870 no longer applied; being replaced as 
to signature by the provisions of the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, s. 
8 (2), which enacts that the agreement shall be in writing signed by the 
person to be bound thereby or his agent on that behalf: Re West :1892, 2 
Q. B. 102), (2) that the agreement had not been proved to be unfair 
and unreasonable, and (3) that if it was valid in point of form taxation was 
precluded until it had been set aside: Re Whitcombe (8 Beav. 140). Refer- 
ence was also made to Hitchcock v. Stretton (1892, 2 Ch. 343), Ex parte 
Hemming (28 L. J. 68, 144). On behalf of the client it was argued that 
the agreement did not shew what were the costs in respect of which the 
agreement was made; when a solicitor and client entered into such an 
agreement, the agreement must refer to all their costs. The bill could 
not be treated as a paid bill, as it could not be shewn in respect of 
what items payment was made. The cases cited in the judgment were 
relied on. 


Nortu, J., held that the bills must be taxed. On the ground of 
signature, however, he was of opinion that under the provisions of the 
Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, s. 8 (2), signature by both parties was not 
necessary. It was necessary, however, that all the terms of the agreement 
should be found in the document itself, and it was impossible to tell from 
the agreement to what the £80 ‘‘agreed costs’ referred, nor could it be 
identified. As to the argument that, the bill having been paid, there 
could be no taxation, except on special grounds, in his lordship’s opinion 
there was no signature on the part of the solicitor intended to be such, and 
there had been no delivery of the bill. His lordship then referred to 
Re Street (L. R. 10 Eq. 165) and Re Stogdon (56 L. J. Ch. 720), which he 
considered binding on himself, and said that in this case, until the order 
was made in the Queen’s Bench Division, there had been no true deliver 
of bills. It was impossible to say in respect of what the £80 was paid. 
Accordingly the bills must be taxed.—Counsgi, C. J. Peile; Wilkinson. 
Soutcrrors, Venn § Woodcock, for Frape, Brighton ; Atkinson § Dresser, for 
Trevor § Pollard, Brighton. 

[Reported by G. B. M. Coors, Barrister-at-Law. | 


SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 

18 January—Joun Epceti. Suzarman (69, Eastcheap, in the City of 
London). [Order suspended for a week to enable the solicitor to consider 
whether he will poten 


18 January—James Dowtine (129, Dale-street, Liverpool). 


SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE SUSPENDED FOR TWELVE 
MONTHS. 


18 January—Gairrirx Gairriru. [Order suspended for one month. ] 








This week Messrs. Edwin Fox & Bousfield offered the freehold premises, 
Nos. 11 and 12, Cornhill, with entrance also from Lombard-street, oc- 
cupied for many years as the house of business of the firm of Messrs. A. B. 
Savory & Sons. The bi commenced at £100,000, and proceeded by 
bids of £5,000 to £145,000, from which a gradual advance was made by 
£1,000 at a time to £157,000, when the auctioneer bid on behalf of the 
vendor £160,000, and the estate was declared not sold. Messrs. Edwin 
Fox & Bousfield sold on Wednesday parts of King’s Freehold shares in the 
New River-at the rate of £87,310 per share, and part of a Freehold Adven~- 
turer’s share at the rate of £89,400 per share, 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


EXAMINATIONS AT THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY 
IN THE YEAR 1892. 


Spzcrat Prizzs Orpen To ALL CANDIDATES. 


Scott Scholarship.—Alfred William Stallard being, in the opinion of the 
council, the candidate best acquainted with the % ciples, and 
Practice of Law, they have awarded to him the scholarship founded by 
Mr. John Scott, of Lincoln’s-inn-fields. Mr. Stallard served his clerk- 
ship with Mr. James Gordon Walls, of London, and obtained the 
Clement’s-inn and Daniel Reardon Prizes at the Honours Examination 
held in January, 1892. 

Broderip Prize.—Alfred William Stallard having shewn himself best 
acquainted with the Law of Real Property and the Practice of Con- 
veyancing, having passed a satisfactory examination, and attained 
honorary distinction, the council have also awarded to him the — con- 
sisting of a gold medal, founded by Mr. Francis Broderip, of Lincoln’s- 
inn. 

Loca, Prizzs. 

Timpron Martin Prize for Candidates from Liverpool.—James Clement 
Brown having, from among the candidates from Liverpool, Pn the best 
examination, and attained honorary distinction, the council have awarded 
to him the prize, consisting of a gold medal, founded by Mr. Timpron 
Martin, of Liverpool. Mr. Brown served his clerkship with Mr. Walter 
Weld, of Liverpool, and Messrs. Chester, Mayhew, Broome, & Griffithes, 
of London, and obtained a second class certificate at the Honours 
Examination held in June, 1892. 

Atkinson Prize for Candidates from Live l or Preston.— William 
Glasgow having, from among the candidates Liv. l or Preston, 
shewn himself best acquainted with the Law of Real perty and the 
Practice of Conveyancing, otherwise passed a satisfactory examination, 
and attained honorary distinction, the council have awarded to him the 
prize, consisting of a gold medal, founded by Mr. John Atkinson, of 
Liverpool. Mr. Glasgow served his clerkship with Messrs. Simpson, 
North, & Johnson, of Liverpool, and Messrs. Wynne, Holme, & Wynne, of 
London, and obtained a second class certificate at the Honours Examina- 
tion held in November, 1892. 

Birmingham Law Society’s prize for candidates from Birmingham.—The 
examiners reported that among the candidates from Birmingham in 1892 
there was no one qualified to take the prize. 

Stephen Heelis Prize for candidates from Manchester or Salford.—Angus 
Alexander Gregorie Tulloch, B.A., i am the candidates 
from Manchester or Salford, passed the best examination and attained 
honorary distinction, the council have awarded to him the prize, consisting 
of a gold medal, founded in memory of the late Mr. Stephen Heelis, of 
Manchester. Mr. Tulloch served his clerkship with Messrs. Slater, Heelis, 
& Co., of Manchester, and obtained the Clement’s-inn and Daniel on 
prizes at the Honours Examination held in January, 1892. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Watter N. Roox, LL.B., solicitor (of the firm of Gard, Hall, & 
Rook), of 2, Gresham-buildings, Basinghall-street, London, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths, and also a Perpetual Commissioner 
for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds to be executed by Married 
Women. 


Mr. Samugt Tuornety, solicitor, has been appointed Deputy-Clerk of 
the Peace and Deputy-Clerk to the County Council for Worcestershire. 
Mr. Thornely was admitted a solicitor in May, 1890. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.uTions. 


Joun Mappock Brapnurn and James Wason Srwpson, solicitors (Brad- 
burn & Simpson), Liverpool. Dec. 1. 


Henry Setre Leonarp, Ronert Leonarp, and Frank Siater Pruvircn, 
solicitors (Leonards & Slater Pilditch), 57, New Broad-street, London. So 
far as the said Henry Selfe Leonard is concerned, on his retirement from 
active practice, as from the 3lst day of December, 1892. The business 
will in future be carried on by the continuing partners, under the style of 
Leonard & Pilditch. [ Gazette, Jan. 13. 


Caries Epwarp Lirrtz, Henry Garprvger Nasu, and Horatio Pesrs 
Ly x, solicitors and notaries (0. E. Little, Nash, & Lyle), Bath. Dec. 27. 
The said Charles Edward Little and Horatio Peers Lyle will continue to 
practise at 1, Queen-square, Bath, and the said Henry Gardiner Nash will 
continue to practise at 3, Princes-buildings, Bath. 

_ Cuartes Saxton and Freperick Morean, solicitors (Saxton & Morgan), 
29, Somerset-street, Portman-square, London. Dec. 31. The business 
will be continued by the said Frederick Morgan. [ Gazette, Jan. 17. 





GENERAL, 


The treasurers of all the four Inns of Court have called a meetiag on 
Saturday (this day) at Lincoln’s-inn ‘‘to consider the present state of the 


In a case of Baily v. Schoof, before 
jury on the 13th inst., counsel 


took place at a former trial 


notes, you 


various sums of money from the 
and 


appointing Mr. Soden his deputy to 
fact, 
as he could not be kept three months 


It appears that the Government have given notice that, unless the 
of plies ae increased by Easter 
from six to four com warped Foo, 


Hawkins said: ‘‘ Not at all; there is almost 
that a Laity Ren agree be called at a trial to produce 

ow, are not of themselves any evidence. A judge’s no’ 
are merely taken for a judge’s own convenience.” 


Owing, says the Times, to some misunderstanding 

Birmingham Recorder, Mr. Dugdale, Q.C., the Birmingham Quarter 
Sessions were brought to an abrupt and premature concl 

recorder finished the business in ‘the first court while another case was 
being tried in the second court by the assistant-barrister, Mr. Soden. 
When the verdict in this latter case was given there 
more prisoner to be tried, but the recorder had left the 
giving the needful authority to Mr. Soden to try the accused. 
therefore, the prisoner, Edward Jenkins, 
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was brought up for embezzling 


and said the only course open to im was to liberate the man on bail, 


in prison awaiting trial. 








COURT 


SUPREME COURT 
Rora 











Before Mr. Justice Currry. 
Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 
In re Sir Edwd Harvey, dec 
Harvey v Gillow (admn — 
surviving exor and trustee jd 
sums 

Tennant v Bechervaise Smith v 
Tennant adj sums te 
Tennant &anr Pitfs in first action 
& deits in 2nd action 

In re Katherine E E 8 Russell, dec 
In re Henry 8S Russell, dec 
Russell vy Oakes adjd sumns 

In re Paddington Estate Act 
Bathurst v Thistlethwayte adjd 
sumns 

In re Mary Eyton, dec Cubitt v 
Tyler (admn) adjd sumns 

In re Edwin , dec Rogers v 

Rogers (administration) expte 

Trustees & Exors adjd sumns 

Wood v Foster & Co action & 
motn for j 

In re Walter , dec Hall v 

Walker administration (order 55) 

adjd sumns 

v Curzon-Howe applicns 


by trustees and by pit for pay- 
ment for improvements adj 


sums 
Tn re Schweder, dec Oppenheim v 
Schweder adj sums further 


In re GH B C Rogers's Marriage 
re Cc ’s 

Settlement Mills v Reeves adj 
sums revived by adding trustee 


PAPERS. 
OF JUDICATURE. 


or Reaistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 


AppraL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Curry. Norra 
Mr. ey Mr. Ward Beal 
holt Pemberto Beat 
] Ward 4 Beal 
Rolt Pemberton Pugh 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srrevina. Kexewicn. Romer. 
Mr. Leach Mr. Jackson Mr. Carrington 
Godfrey Clowes Lavie 
Leach Jackson Carrington 
Godfrey oe Lavie 
Godfrey Clowes Lavie 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 


Hriary Sirries, 1893. 
(Continued from p. 181.) 


In re Hodgson, dec Clough v 
Reddish adj sums resto by 
order 


im re Fenwick’s Estate (Solicitor’s 
Act, 1843) Ex pte Alfred Dale, 
aSolr adj sums under sec 40, 6 
&7Victc 73 restored by order 

In re T Stephenson, dec Hale v 
Hale ad} sums restored by 
order 


In re Hope’s Settlement condi- 
tional contract for eale of pic- 
tures and S L Act ex pte Tenant 
for Life adj sums 

Standeven v Riley adj sums of 
Thomas, Sons & Co for liberty to 
issue execution Standeven v 
Riley adj sums of J R Farrer 
for same liberty 

In re Wm Edney, dec Glazier v 
Page administration (order 55) 


adjd sumns 
In re Bank of the River 
Plate & Oo’s Acts Expte 


Clare v ve oar seco 
BPE yoy ne come . 
v 





in bankruptcy of tenant for life 





Volunteer Rifle Corps, and the steps to be taken to increase its numbers.” 
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Masters v Ingram mf j 

In re Jno Brown's Estate Brown 
v Brown (administration) adj 
sums 

Bailey v Roots (No. 1) adj sums 
by Fredk Bailey Lailey v Roots 
(No. 2) adj sums by Fredk 
Baile 


In re teny Ann King, dec Brooks 
v King (admn— order 55) adj 


sums 

In re N Stone’s Will Expte official 
receiver and trustee of W R Eden, 
a bankrupt adj sums 

Stevens v Trevor-Giarrick (Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882) 


adj sums 

Mantell v Russell (transferred from 
Q B Division) issues for trial set 
down by order (liberty to cross- 
examine on affidavits, but if no 
cross-examn, to go into Non- 
Witness List by order) 

In re Conftract for Sale of Real 
Estate at Hackney between Philip 
Peek and the London School 
Board Expte School Board adj 
sums 

In re The Chatterley Iron Co ld 
Expte Liquidator adj sums for 
determination of question arising 
out of liquidation 

Glasbrook v Richards adj sums for 
foreclosure under ord 55 

In re Jno Bowater’s Will Trusts 
Wild v Harrington (construction 
55) adj sums 

In_re Sarah Uong’s Settlement | 
Trusts Harrington v Harrington | 
adj sums (ord 55) fordetermina- | 
tion of questions under Will 

Hughes v Owen act 

Tn re Richardson & Baldry’s con- 
tract & V. & P. Act, 1874 adj | 
sums by H W Baldry insufficient | 
answers to interrogatories 

In re Curzon’s Estate Dugdale v 
Curzon adj sums by surviving 
Trustees to determine question 
under will 

Wilson v Wilson special case 

In re Finlaison’s Settlement Trusts 
Cox v Finlaison adj sums ad- 
ministration of Settlement Trusts 
Expte Trustees 

In re Sarah Ann Hobson, dec 
Liversidge v Thompson adj sums 
(ord 55) 

The Prison Commissioners and 
Messrs. Nicholson & Henry Fail’s 
contract & V. & P. Act, 1874 
adj sums by Prison Commissioners 
(vendors) 

In re W. J. G. Eschmann’s Estate 
Bankes v Hammer (domicile) 
adj sums 

In re T S Grundy’s Estate Part- 
ingtonv Grundy Administration 
by creditors adj sumns 

Tn re Trusts of the Will and of the 
Estate of Fred Field dec adj 
sumns expte H H Field one of 
Trustees and Exors of Will 
Field v Field 

In re Curling Curling v Scriven 


act 
In re Goodwin’s Settlement 


Large 

v Large adj sumns (order 55) 
Acct of Trusteeship 

In re T F Fuggle’s Estate Fuggle 


v Allen adj sumns by C A 
Fuggle for division of Fund 

In re E P Mallard dec Mannox v 
Mallard adj sumns after judgt 
in administration action for sale 


of Copyholds 
Thomas v Radcliffe edj sumns for 
stay of proceedings and sub- 


mission to arbitration 


In re James White, otherwise | 


Hayes, and Infant by WH King, 
er oe adj sumns for 
appointment of guardian durin 

minority ' 


In re Henry Duke’s Estate 
Mellersh v Duke adj sumns 
questions arising in administration 
expte surviving Exors and 
Trustees 

Bowen v Churchill 
down by order 
1892) 

Shynn v Ditton m f j (Short) 

Ware v The Aylesbury &c Railway 
Co expte Great Western Riwy 
adjourned sumns 

In re Strong’s Settlement Auchter- 
lonie vStrong adjsumns (order 


special case (et 
dated Dec 15, 


55) 
In re Andrew Taylor dec ‘Taylor v 
Taylor (construction) adj sums 


In re the Newcastle, Northumber- 
land, and Durham Permanent 
Renefit Building Soc & Co’s Acts, 
1862 & 1867 Expte Offil Liqudtr 
adjd sumns 

In re Earl of Radnor’s Settled 
Estates In re Earl of Radnor’s 
Will Trusts Radnor v Bouverie 
Expte tenant for life adjd 
sumus 

In re Rosenberg & Shallard’s Con- 
tract & V & P Act, 1874 Expte 
Rosenberg adjd sumns 


Procedure Summons. 
Setterwall v Dorman, Brown, & Co 
appln of pltff for discovery (S O 
May 13—restored by consent on 
pleadings being closed) 





Further Considerations. 

In re Seeley, dec Summersford v 

Seeley fur con (adjd from chbrs) 
In re Mill, dee Drewv Curzon fur 

cons 
In re White, dec Lyes v White far 
| cons 

In re Homes, dec 
| second fur cons 
| In re Wilson, dec Wilson v Young- 
man fur cons 


Homes v Homes 


Before Mr. Justice Nortu. 
Causes for trial (with witnesses). 
Maton v Beavis act 
Indigo Co, ld v Gladstone act 
In re Jackson Newnes v Jackson 


act 
Annesley v Lacey, Hartland, & Co 


Elliott v Isaac act 
J. Samuel v Avery 


act 

Isaac v Elliot 

Trustee of E. 
act 

Kenny v McCarthy act& mf j 

Lovell vy Low act 

Crichton v Crichton act 

Evans v Baker act 

Hemstock v Jennison act 

Hodgson v Cottam & Lambert act 

Dawson v Bungay act 

In re Cashen Jeens v Corbett act 

In re Tims Tims v Tims act & 
m f j 

Schouten v Wartmann, Schouten & 
Co ld 

Halford v Hart act 

Elmslie v Hawes act & mf j 

Terrell v Hill act & mf j 

Hodgson v de Veysey act 

Cross v Earl Howe act (not until 
two months after hearing of sum- 
mons) 

Death v Johns act 

In re Dagg Baker v Nicholson act 

Birt v Gavin Gavin v Birt act 

Swift v Hooper act 

Connew v Johnson act 

Stibbard v Steer act and motn for 
judgt 

Re Jennison 
act 

Morg4n v Bennett act 

Collingham v Sloper act and motn 
part heard 

The Foreign, American and General 
Investments ‘Trust ‘o, ld v Sloper 


Jennison v Jennison 








(1892—F—1320) act and motn 
and sums 

The Same Co ld v Sloper (1892—F 
—280) act 

Wihitaker v Smith act 

Miller v Reed act 

Russell v Passbury Grains Syndicate 


ld act 
School Board for London v Bunbury 


act 

Mayor, &c of Folkestone v Brooks 
act 

Davis v Rouse act 

Re Gladwin Gladwin v Gladwin 
act 

Baber v Wilts & Dorset Banking 
Co,1ld_ act 

Tuckey v Freeman act 

Kessel v Le Sueur act 

Lancashire v Hunt act 

Lancashire v Maynard & Hunt act 

Cooke v Ingram act 


Causes ic: ivial (without witnesses). 

Russell vy White act 

Dawson v Gorwood mfj (short) 

West v Empson mfj (short) 

Re Espie Espie v Bound m f j 
(short) 


Adjourned Summonses. 

Re H D Frape, &c, pt hd 

In re Gibson Gibson v Nutt ex 
pte plt Inre Gibson Gibson v 
Nutt ex pte dft 

In re Godden, Teague v Fox 

In re Walker McCasland v Munro 

In re W Hall Hall v Hall 

In re Morgan Morgan v Snagge 

Tweedale v Tweedale 

Shepherd v Jutson (ex pte deft A 
Ross) 

Same v Same (ex pte defts) 

In re Rowed Smith v Rowed 

In re Miller Miller vy Walter 

In re Toop Cooper v Parker 

In re Southwell Osborn v South- 
well 

In re Edwards Radnor v Bass 

In re Kutnow & Trade Marks Acts 

In re Kilgour Campbell v Burgess 

In re Harburg Beecher v Harburg 

Sheldon v Nixon 

In re Eardley & Settled Estates 
Act, 1877 

In re Tucker Tucker v Tucker 

In re Jeffs Hull v Grandidge 

Re Walker Walker v Walker 

Attorney General v North Metro- 
politan Tramways Co 

Re Johnson Goodrich v Ogle 

Chillingworth v Chambers 

Re Eton Mabey v Eton 

Sewell v Bishopp 

Re May Simonds v De Brett 


Further Considerations. 

Re May May v Hunt, fur con and 
sums 

Savery v Wilson, fur con & adj 
sums to be treated as mtn 

Stevenson vy New Durham Salt Co, 
fur con & sums 

Battye v Marsden, fur con 


Before Mr. Justice Srir_ine 
Causes for trial (with witnesses). 


Kershaw v Roots act 

Fisher v Singleton act 

Hollinrake v Truswell 

Leaseholders’ Fund Corporation, 1d 
v Rock Life Assurance Co act 

Brocklesby v Temperance Perma- 
nent Building Soc act 

Le Brasseur v Ashdown act 

Ellis v Kirk act 

Shelley v Uckfield Rural Sanitary 
Authority act 

Requillar v Morris act 

Banks v Fulton act 

In re Brewers, &c, Corporation 1d, 
& Co’s Act mtn 

Winstanley v Knowles act 





Chambers v Heaver 

Opera Glass Supply Co, ld v British 
& Foreign Trading Co, ld act 

Broome v Wenham act 

Cohen v Wilkins act 

Redler v Lubbock act 

In re Burnley Wood vTaylor act 

Jago v Jago act 

Elephant & Castle Horse & Carriage 
Reposty, ld v D’Esterre act 


Causes for Trial without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Suinmonses. 
Riddell v Riddell adjd sumns re- 
stored 

Heath v Lewis adjd sumns 

In re Dymock Williams v Evans 
(restored) adj sums 

Statter v Jackson adj sums 

In re Snyder Dynamite Projectile 
Cold adjsums 

Grantham v New Land Develop- 
ment Assoc ld adj sums 

Drinkwater v Burt adj sums 

In re Fleming Powell v Whinney 
adj sums 

In re Waters Water v Shoot adj 
sums 

In re Still, &e adj eums 

Jones v Mackintosh spec case 

In re Bentinck Bentinck v Ben- 
tinck adj sums 

De Trafford vy Tempest act 

Iu re Snyder Dynamite Projectile 
Cold Peck v The Co adj sums 

In re the same cold Mellor v The 
Co adj sums 


Christie v Taunton, &c In re Co's 


Acts In re Taunton, &c adj 
sums 

Iu re Johnson Danily v Johnson 
adj sums 


Jago v Jago adj sums (to come 
on with action) 


Webb v Ludgate Monthiy ld mtn 


for judg (Short) 
In re Atkinson Bartlett v Atkinson 
adj sums 


Learoyd v Halifax Joint Stock 
Banking Cold adj sums 

Kendall v Emmet adj sums 
11) 


(Jan 


Further Considerations. 
Turner v Roe fur ccn 
In re Morgan Morgan v Morgan 
fur con 
Inre King Sutherlandy King fur 
con - 


Before Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 
Points of Law. 


Thomas v Phillips point of law 
(stand till trial by order) 

Page v International Agency and 
Industrial Trust, 1d questions of 


law 
Milbank v Vane point of law Jan 
17 by order 


Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 

Bergl v Ind Coope & Co, ld act & 
sumns 

Haynes v Foster act 

Milbank v Vane act 

In re appln of the Sphincter Grip 
Armoured Hose Co & Co's Acts 
motn 

Waterlow v Hill act 


Adjourned Summonses. 
Masson v Ottoman Paper Vo, 11 Jan 
In re Duke of Cleveland Barnard 

v Wolmer pltf pt hd 
In re Bullen Bullen v Rookliff 
J E Sharp & Son v H Sharp & Son 
In re Eaton Eaton v Eaton 
In re Leslie Howard v Leslie 
In re Colyer Colyer v Oolyer 
In re Beecroft Dearlove v Conyers 
Tn re Hodgkinson Hancock y 
Mellor 


Bolton v Ridley (expte pltff) 
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Bolton v Ridley (expte deft) 

Dearden v Bank of Bolton 14 

In re Kidd & Gibbons’ Contract 
and V. & P. Act, 1874 

Schlesinger v Bedford 

In re Astbury TLomas v Simcocks 

In re The Bread Supply Assoc ld & 
Co.’s Acts Williams v Jenkins 

In re Taylor Bourne v Chamber- 
lain 

Wellby v Still (taxtn) 

Chase v Hutchinson  (cross-exmn) 

In re Gathercole Kayles v Theobald 

Thom v Taylor 

In re Baker & Icard and V. & P. 
Act, 1874 

Inre Webb Clark v Lucking 

In re Filder Gillham v Filder 

In re Paterson Pearson v Pearson 

Smith v Atkinson 

Dingley v Thingley 

In re Dibb Dibb v Fuller (cross 
exmn) 

In re Tanner Standing v Rogers 

In re Cormack & Clark and V & P 


Act 
In re Campbell Campbell v Camp- 
bell 


e 

In re Hardy Turner v Hardy 

In re Cox Cox v Poppleton 

In re Giles Jones v Pennefather 
(W Pomfret) 


In reSame Same v Same (W G 
Lagan) 
Lever v Land Securities Co, ld 


In re Lance 

Sharp v Rebbeck 

Ingram v Brown 

In re Perry Perry v Shell 

In re Beechey Paish v Young 

In re Wythes West v Wythes 

In re Salaman (Taxation) 

In re Arnsby & Sowter and V & P 


c 

In re Triquet Nairne v Dorey 

In re Bacon Grissell v Leathes 

In re Dews & Toothill Nether Local 
Board, &c 

In re Well Pomeroy v Wi lway 

In re Cowdell part heard 11th Jan 

Jones v Williams 

Jn re Duke of Cleveland Barnard v 
Wolmer 

In re Dryden Turner v Dryden 

In re Pocock Wimble v Pocock 


Further Considerations. 
Johnstone v Mappin, fur cons 
Western v Day, fur cons 
Catton v Banks, fur cons 
Blundell v Hydroleine Co ld fur 

cons 

Companies (winding up). 

Before Mr. Justice VavcHan 
WILiraMs. 

(Sitting as an additional Judge of 
Chancery Division.) 
Petitions. 

In re National Lithographic and 
Printing Co, ld (petn of Capital 
and Counties Bank, 1d) 

In re same Co (petn of W R Dewd- 
ney) 

In re Mount Jefferson Gold Mining 
Co ld (petn of Harmer & Harley) 

In re Review Publishing Cold (petn 
of Hansard Publishing Union 1d) 

In re Northern Transvaal Gold 
Mining Co ld (petn of J H Man- 
waring & others) 


In re Sheringham Development Co 
ld (petn of J W Warby) 

In re same .Co (petn of Gurney & 
Cc 


0 

In re Elmore’s French Patent Cop- 
per Depositing Co ld (petn of 
Loan and Finance Corporation 1d) 

Iu re Welsh Anthracite Collieries 1d 
(petn of Wm Price & others) 

In re The Varieties ld (petn of J W 
Maude 1d) 

In re Bank of Vera Cruz ld (petn of 
J A Hope) 

In re The Pioneers of Mashonaland 
— ld (petn of W A Tay- 
or) 


Court Summonses. 
In re New Rbyl, ld 
In re Borough Commercial & Build- 


ing Soc 

Iu re Cornwall Brick Tile and Terra 
Cotta Co, ld 

Fuwler v Broad's Patent Night 
Light Co, ld 

In re Royal Trusts Assets and 
Securities Insce Corpn, 1d 

In 1e Governor & Company of the 
Island of Anticoste, ld 


Chamber Summcnses. 
Wi'liams v Boro’ of Portsmouth, &c 


Trams 

Strapp v Joseph Bull, Sons, & 
Co, ld 

Sheppard v Clapham 


In re Plymouth Trams Co, ld 
Before Mr. Justice Romex. 
Remaining causes ror trial with 
witnesses transferred by order 
dated 12th May, 1892. 

Wright v Ottoman Paper Manufac- 
turing Co act and m f j 

Ferguson v Kootenay Smelting, &c, 
Syndicate ld act 

Bowie v Rumney act 

King v Nethersole act 

Steane vSteane act & mf j 

Mercantile Investment and General 
Trust Co, Jd v River Plate Trust 
Loan and Agency Co,ld_ act 

New York om Kentucky Land Co 
v Northern & Western American 
Assoc, ld act 

Lindfield v West act 

In re Bussey, dec Bussey v Bussey 
act 

Pegge v Baker act 

Green v Harrison act 

Hornsey Local Board vy Hume act 

La Agricultura v Boyd act 

Lodyna Petroleum Syndicate, ld v 
Tarn act 

In re Carne, dec Polwhele v Ross 
act 

Moore v Lion, Lion, & Son act 

Halifax Comml Banking Co, ld v 

Walker act 

Stevens v Coddington act 

Lawson v Rumney act 

Hickling v Wallace act 

Smith v Rhodes act 

Fitzgerald v Marshall act 

In re Smith, dec Arthur v Smith 

act 

Thorneley v Thorneley act 

John v Rose act 

Before Mr. Justice Wrieur. 

(Sitting as an additional Judge of 





In re Boothman’s ld (petn of Simons 
& Son) 

In re same Co (petn of G Barnet) 

Tn re Birmingham Exhibition Hall 
Winter Garden & County Hotel 
Co 1d (pet of M Flynn) 

In re Ranken, Ellis & Co 1d (petn of 
A B Fleming & Co 1d) 

In re Alkaline Reduction Syndicate 
ld (petn of Bryant & Co) 

In re United Discount & Securities 
Ce) ld and reduced (petn of the 
Yo ! 








the Chancery Division.) 
Causes for trial (with witnesses). 


(Transferred from Mr Justice Romer 


by order dated Dec 22, 1892). 
In re Kennett, dec Measom v Amey 
claim of H T Crawter, with cross- 
examn on affidvts by order 
Corrugated Paper Packing Co, ld v 
Speight act 
Stuttard v Beaumont act 
In re Gilbert, dec Parry v Doyle 


In re Grimley dec Grimley v 
Grimley act 


Want v Campain act 

Asten v Asten act 

Brodhurst v Aaron Reefs, 1d act 

Corrall v Pilkington act 

Kayler v Batson act 

In re Petroleum Wells of Germany 
Syndicate, ld & Co’s Acts expte 
J M _ Henderson motion for 
removal of name from 


Carr v Timlin act 

In re Hall, dec Hall vHall act 
Ross v Allen act 

In re Brown, dec Sleeman v Brown 


1 
3 
: 
g 


act 

Barnett v Barnett act & mf j 

Huntley v Curry act 

Middleton v Drake act 

Powell v London and Provincial 
Bank, ld act 

Armitage v Armitage act 

In 1e The Eddystone Marine Insur- | 


ance Co, ld (settlement of list of with witnesses by order 
contributories) Expte J & H| Inre Fish dec Bennett v Bennett 
Greenaway—CO Cert No 19 | act 
Simpson v Cargill (S O until) Saunders v Rors act 
depositions filed) | Monarch Investment Building 
In re Stanley dec Stanley v_| Society vGrundy act 
Burchell act Baring v Overton act 


MacLean v Griffin act 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Hirary Sirrines, 1893. 
(Continued from p. 182.) 
Crown Parer. 
For Argument. 
Es:ex Tie Queen v Same (Ex parte Hyde) Nisi for certiorari for con- 
viction (to come on with No. 3) 
Somersetshire, Taunton G W Ry Co v Sharman County Court dft’s 
app (part heard May 28, 1892, Mathew, J, and Wright, J) 
Middlesex The Queen v Burrows (expte Robineon) Nisi for quo warranto 
as vestry clerk of Tottenham 
Yorkshire, Sheffield Carlton Bank, ld v Cheesborough & urs county court 
deft L Cheesborough’s “pp 
Glamorganshire, Osrdiff The Queen v Judge of Cardiff County Court and 
Glamorgan Coal Co (expte Wyllie & ors) Nisi for review of Regie- 
trar’s taxation 
Middlesex, Marylebone Jamieson y Keith county court Deft’s app 
Yorkshire (W R) The Queen v Vicar and Churchwardens of Parish of St 
John the Evangelist, Newsome (expte Sinclair) Nisi for mandamus to 
restore Sinclair as sexton 
Worcestershire The Queen v Mayor, &c, of Worcester (expte Local 
Government Board) nisi for mandamus to obey order of Locai Govern- 
ment Board 
Carnarvonsbire, Pwllheli 
Northumberland, Newcastle Graham & Wife v 
upon Tyne county court plts’ opp 
Cornwall, Penzance Williams v Williams county court plt’s app 
Yorkshire, Leeds In re The Ilkley Hotel Co, & county court Ilkley 
Brewery and Aerated Water Co's app 
Middlesex, Westminster Smith v Frieake & Co county court dfis’ app 


Cardiganshire, Lampeter Wiggin & anrv Morgan county court pits’ 


a 

Middlesex Friern Barnet Local Board v Great Northern Ry Co Magis- 
trate’s case 

Lancashire Sharpe v Hughes, Esq, & ors, Jjs, &c, Liverpool Quarter 
Sessions Applt’s nisi to quash 

Sbropshire, Ludlow cee v Newman county court deft’s app 

Essex Leyton Local Board v Causton Magistrate’s case 

Northamptonshire Penn v Alexander Quarter Sessions Appellant's nisi 
to quash 

Middlesex, Bow Clay v Maltb 

Kent, Greenwich Cannot ( 


a 1 

Suffolk The Queen v Jj’s of Suffolk & Guardians of Stow Union (expte 
Notts Union) Nisi for certiorari for order of sessions 

Cardiff McKenzie v Day Magistrate’s case ; 

Kingston upon Hull Van Borrendam v Hamilton Magistrate’s case 

Middlesex, lebone Fennell v Beach (Hibberd, clmt) county court 
Claimant’s appeal 

Wiltshire The Queen v Sir T F Grove, Bart, & anr J j's, &o, & Jukes 
(expte Jay) Nisi for certiorari for order of Licensing Jj’s 

Yorkshire, Bradford Tetley v Marah & ors county court Defendant’s 


Griffith v Parry foe alae ect of th opp te 


county court Plaintiff’s appeal 
ing, &c) v Carter county court Plaintiff's 


appeal 
Cheshire The Queen v Commissioners under Wallasey Embankment Act, 
1864 (expte Widdrington & ors) Nisi for mandamus 
Yorkshire, Otley Walker v Baildon Local Board county court Defend 
ant’s appeal 
Chester Salt Union vy Wood Magistrate’s case 
Rochdale Newbold Friendly Soc v Barlow Magistrate’s case 
Gloucestershire, Cheltenham Jackson v Margrett county court deft’ 


a eam 
weal on Bonuer v Lushington, Esq, Met Pol Mag quarter sions 
respondent’s nisi to quash 
London Castro v Same Quarter Sessions Respondents nisi to quash 
Kent The Queen v Kennedy, Esq, Met Pol Mag (expte Col North) 
for mandamus to assess com: 
London White v Cohen county court Pltff’s app 

Providen: 





adjd sumns with witns by order 
Hart v Hill act 


Glamorganshire, Cardiff Rowland v t Assoc of London 
court Deft’s app 
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Southampton The Queen v Licensing Jj’s for the Ringwood Division of 
Southampton (expte Young) Nisi for mandamus to hear application for 
mce 


Eesex Butt v Harrington Magistrate’s case 

London Reeve v Wallerstein Mayor’s Court Pitff’s app 

Middlesex, Brompton Rendell v Roman & anr countycourt Deft’s app 

Cumberland, Cockermouth, Workington Duffield & Co v Eadie county 
court pltffs’ epp 

Middlesex, Brentford Johnson & Sons v Reading county court Pltfts’ 
ap 

ion The Queén v Riddell & ors (expte H Powell) Nisi for mandamus 

to call meeting of shareholders 

Surrey, Wandsworth Bird & Son v Lawrence (Lawrence, clmt) County 
Court Clmt’s “pp 

Met Pol Dist Smith v Legg Magistrate’s case 

Southport Mayor, &c, of Southport v Morris Magistrate’s case 

Surrey, Wandsworth Hosking & Sons yv Foster (Wood, clmt) County 
Court plts’ app 

Middlesex, Clerkenwell Fairbrother & Co vy Ward, Jones, & Co (Gibborn, 
clmt) County Court Clmt’s app 

Middlesex, Westminster Smith v Buckler County Court dft’s app 

London Hills & Cov Shaw County Court dfts’ app 

Yorkshire, Leeds Pullan v Leeds Forge Co County Court dfts’ app 

Yorkshire (E.R.), Kingston upon Hull The Queen v Robson, Esq, & ors 
Licensing Jjs (expte Gurney) Nisi for mandamus to hear appln for 
licence 

Dorsetshire The Queen v Mansell & ors, Licensing Jjs, &c (expte Hock- 
ley) Nisi for mandamus to hear appln for licence 

London Levy v Gibberd Mayor’s Court plt’s app 

Kent, Gravesend Hennell v Davies & anr County Court dfts’ app 

Leicestershire, Leicester Collier v Knight & Co County Court plt’s app 

London Roe v Duff & anr County Court dfts’ app 

Middlesex, Shoreditch L GO Cov Griffiths County Court dft’s app 

Surrey, Epsom Taylor v Adams County Court plt’s app 

Derbyshire, Derby Orme v Bott County Court dft’s app 

Kent, Greenwich Allwright v Davies & anr County Court plt’s app 

London Casey v Woodhouse & anr County Court dfts’ app 

Met Pol Dist Ellis v Plumstead Board of Works Magistrate’s case 

Yorkshire, Dewsbury Haigh (Admix, &c) vy Gt Northern Ry Co county 
court Defendant’s appeal 

Lendon Cornwell, widow, v Cox county court Defendant’s appeal 

London Bakerv Fraser & anr county court Defendant’s appeal 

Walsall Collins v Cooper Magistrate’s case 

Derbyshire Stokes v Checkland Magistrate’s case 

Lancashire, Bacup Sanderson v Siddall county court dft’s app 

Lancashire, Ashton under Lyne and Staleybridge Robinson & Sons v 
Globe Hat Co county court dft Ashworth’s app 

Met Pol Dist The Southwark & Vauxhall Water Cov Arminger Magis- 
trate’s case 

Middlesex, Bow Johnson v Paul county court dft’s app 

Middlesex, Westminster Daniel v Barnett county court plt’s app 

ae Cleary v Booth Magistrate’s case 

Sussex, tbourne Oarter v Tovey county court plt’s app 

Monmouthshire Williams vy Long Magistrate’s case 

Glamorganshire, Cardiff Plews v The Provident Assocof London county 
court pltf's app 

Glamorganshire, Cardiff Dare v The Barry Docks & Rys Co county 
court defts’ app 

Lancashire, Preston Kilner v Ainsworth county court pltf’s app 

Middlesex, Brompton South Met Trams Oo v Vestry of St George, Han- 
over sq county court defts’ app 

London Stanford v Sandring county court deft’s app 

Durham Etherley Grange Coal Co v Auckland Dist Highway Board 
magistrate’s case 

Bristol The Queen v The Licensing Jj’s for city & county of Bristol 
(expte Dole & ors) nisi for mandamus to hear application of Passmore 

(Usher’s Brewery) 

Gloucestershire The Queen v The Jj’s for the county of Gloucester 

(expte Dole & ors) nisi for mandamus to hear appeal (Usher’s Brewery) 

Middlesex The Qucen v Staines Union as Urban Sanitary Authority (expte 
Local Government Hoard) nisi for mandamus to drain Sunbury 

London Pearson (on behalf, &c) v The Holborn Union Assessment Com- 
mittee Quarter Sessions Special case (Valuation Metropolis Act, 1869), 
32 & 33 Vict c 67, s 40 

Bedford Steers v Manton Magistrate’s case 

Yorkshire (E.R.) The Queen v Schofield, Esq, & aur Jj’s, &c, and How- 
den awe Board (expte HulJ, &c, Ry Co) Nisi for certiorari and 
order js 


J 
Gloucestershire, Cheltenham Williams v Wood Countycourt Plt’s app 
Yorkshire, Halifax Wadsworth v Willis County court Plt’s app 
Yorkshire, Kingston-upon-Hull Farmers & Cleveland Dairy Co v Riley 
County court plt’s app 
, Clerkenwell Mentz, Coopman & Co v Hawes (Eastgate, clmt) 
County court Clmt’s app 
Middlesex, Westminster Tinley v Lilly (sued, &c) County court Defts 


app 

Carmarthenshire Neath Union v Llanelly Union Order of Sessions 
Respondents’ nisi to quash 

Middlesex The Queen v Tottenham Local Board (expte Reuben) Nisi for 
mandamus to make sewers 

Hampshire The Queen v Judge of the Romsey County Court, &c and 

& anr (expte I il) Nisi to County Court Judge to 
er action to Chancery Division 
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Surrey, Wandsworth Medlam v Minnis county court Deft’s app 
Lincolnshire, Parts of Holland Thompson v H M Commissioners of 
Sewers for the district of Elloe, &¢ Quarter Sessions Appellants’ nisi 
to quash 
London Hernu, Peron, & Co v Isaquim Soria (sued and trading as Soria, 
Villardelo & Co) Mayor's Court Deft’s app 
Durham, South Shields Robson & Wife v Glover & ors county court 
Pltffs’ app 


REVENUE Paper. 
Causes for Hearing. 
Attorney-Gen v Bumsted & anr By English information and answer 
Attorney-Gen v Felce & anr By English information and answer 
Attorney-Gen v Worrall By English information and answer 
Petitions. 

In re Duty on the Estate of the Trustees of the Will of the late Sir T. 

Gresham and In re Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1885 
In re Succession Duty on the Estate of R Berridge, dec, and In re Suc- 

cession Duty Act (16 & 17 Vict ¢ 51) 

Cases Stated as to Income Tax and Stamp Duty. 

The Anglo-Continental (late Ollendorff’s) Guano Works, Applts, and Bell 

(Surveyor of Taxes), Respt 
Green (widow), Applt, and Vivian (Surveyor of Taxes), Respt 
— & Sons, Applts, and The Commissioners of Inland Revenue, 

espts 





WARNING TO INTENDING House Purcaasers & Lessees.—Before pure or renting 
a house have the a arrangements thoroughly examined by an e from The 
Sani & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st., 


Westminstes (Estab. 1875\, who also undertake the Ventilation of Cffices, &.—[ Apvr.] 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Faivay, Jan. 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwrrep in CHaAncery. 

Arpey Woop Woot Pacxine Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 25, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
William Jenkins Collins, 4, Coleman st 

Arr Worksuors, Lamrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 4, directed to be heard on 
Jan 21. Joseph & Hyam, Finsbury pavement, solors for petners. Notice of appearing 
must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 20 

Bounp & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 25, to send their names 
and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, to Ernest Devien, 20, Gerrard 
st, Soho. Nash & Co, Queen st, Snag ge solors for liquidator : 

Bricuton Avaamspra, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, ted Jan 7, directed to be 
hi before Vaughan Williams, J, on Jan 21. Prince & Co, Fleet st, mts for Prince 
& Ayres, Brighton, solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the abov 
not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 20 

Browns & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 18, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Robinson and E 
Walker, 4, Trinity House lane, Hull : ‘ 

Hearn Perroteum Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up. presented Jan 2, directed to be 
heard on Jan 21 Ward & Co, Gracechurch st, solors for petners. Notice of appearing 
must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 20 

Lonpoyn Co-operative Suprty Stores, Linrrgep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 5, 
directed to be heard on Saturday, Jan 21. Ayrton & Biscoe, Surrey s:, Strand, solors for 
petner. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of Jan 20 Por 

Loxvon Joint Stock Association, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 7, 
directed to be heard on Jan 21. Stibbard & Co, Leadenhall st, agents for Gartside, 
Ashton under Lyne, solor for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed 
not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 20 , 

Samupa Broruers, Limrren—Creditors are ay on or before Feb 14, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George Kelson and 
John Alexander James Shaw, 23, Queen Victoria st 


Uns.imitep 1n CHANCERY. : 
Guamorcay CentTraL Permayent Benervir Buitpine Socrery—Petn for winding up, 
presented Jan 12, di to be heard on Saturday, Jan 21. Norris & Co, Bedford row, 
agents for Tennant & Jones, Aberavon, solors for petmers. Notice of appearing must 
reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 20 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


AmicauLe Foresters Frienpiy Society, Eagle and Child Inn, Chorley, Lancaster Jan 4 

Eyouisu InpusrriaL Frisnpiy Society, 130, Duke st, Liverpool. Dec 31 

Laspore Workmen’s Faienoiy Society, Landore Inn, Swansea, Glamorgan. Jan 5 

Porrsea IsLanp Annurtast Society, Portsmouth Jan 9 ~ 

Srar or Wirxsworts Longe, Odd Fellows Friendly Society, Temperance Hall, Chapel 
lane, Wirksworth, Derby Jan 9 

London Gazette.—Tusspay, Jan. 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwitep 1x CHANCERY. 

Buroiary Insurance Corporation, Limrrep—Creditors are counted, on or before Feb 25, 
to cond their names and arenes, and the partioulare of thelr as or claims, to the 
Hon Alfred N Hood, 3, Brabant ct, Philpot lane . 

Lye Co-operative Society, Liarrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 14, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James Albert 
Lycett, Wollaston, nr Stourbridge. Bernard & Co, Stourbridge, solors for liquidator. 

FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 

Frienpiy Union Society, Lowton, Lancaster. Jan 12 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette.—Faivay, Jan. 13. 


Kenistow, Samuet Hatierr, Goswell rd. Feb 13. Keniston v Kuniston, Kekewich, J. 
Smith & Co, Leadenhall st 
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Lavugiz, Perzr Govrtay, Manchester, Tailor. Feb 13. Petty and Jones v Stewart, 
, Manchester. Manchester 
McLacaian JAMES, Emanuel Vicarage, Camberwell, Clerk in Holy Orders. Feb 10. 
Shuck’ v. McLachlan, cn, Russell, Old Jewry chmbre 


B Sisste temenen Eee fo a Br ay Martin, V Portugal st, 

USHNELL, SARAH SUSANNAH, Thi e 4 ru! Vv erey, 
Lincoln’s inn Meade-King & Bigg, Bristol ' 

Ex.is, Cuaries ey Drury ct, Strand, ee Feb 11. Spicer Bros, Ltd v Foster, 


Kekewick, J. tt, Parliament st, Wi 

aes, Tuomas, ieychenhe rent, Farmer. Jan3i. Jones v Pennefather, Kekewich, J. 
New Romney 

Gw aa Kekewich, J. Dommett, Gresham st 

Pencivat, Marrua, Burton on Trent. Feb15. Lea v Ross, North, J. Burton, Burton 


ALLEYS Raitway Co. Feb 14. 
on Trent 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faiway, Jan. 6. 


Acxroyp, Ropert Gotptuorrs, Birkenshaw, nr Leeds, Worsted Manufacturer Feb 14 
Chadwick & Sons, Dews' 
A.tusy, Mary GoepcaiL, Tunbridge Wells Feb6 Burton, Tunbridge Wells 


Astox, Tuomas, Kingsdown rd, Hollowa Islington, District Manager to London 
General Omnibus Co, Lim Feb 1 Teylet & Taylor, Old Broad st 
Bates, Isaac, Toftrees, Norfolk, retired Farmer Febi1 Cates & Co, Fakenham 


Banyes, Aurrep, Perry Rise, Forest hill, Gent Feb1 Watkins & Co, Sackville st 

Boys, Harriet, Mumbles,Glam Feb18 Aeron & Co, Swansea 

Browy, WaLrer Wi111am, Minories, Solicitor Feb6 Hood, Billiter st 

Catr, Henry, Gt Marlow, Bucks Feb 1 Cripps, Gt Marlow 

Cuapmay, Mary, Torquay Feb 10 Meredith & Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Cuapmay, Rev Cuantes, Torquay Feb10 Meredith & Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Coie, Mary Any, Commercial rd, Stepney Feb13 Bradshaw, East India Dock rd, 


C ee. =m St Leonard’s on Sea, Gent Feb 14 Meadows & Co, Hastings 


( nampton, Freperick Rosert, Montpelier rd, Peckham, Rate Collector Feb13 Edwin, 
Borough Hi igh st, Southwark 
Dusx, Wittiam Henry, Upper Parkstone, Dorset Feb 20 Gwynn & Masters, Bristol 


Far.ey, Frances Mary, Ventnor, W Feb6 Morris & Bristow, Chancery lane 
G _— ~~ Isaac Witiiam Rurvs Rocens, Portsea, retired Fleet Paymaster from the 


—q Feb 1 Allen, Land 

Garrick Bsa, Hanover st, ver sq, Shean Feb8 Moore, Upland rd, East 
wit 

Gortve, Eten Sarome, Cairns rd, Northcote rd, Clapham Junction Feb 10 Scott, Elms 

pham 

Gu mT, Matfield Green, Brenchley, Kent, Gent Mari Hall, Folkestone 

Hami.ton, oe, Rosert, Lymm, nr Warrington, Accountant Feb 1 Buckley & 
er, ybri 

Harerave, Joun, Gloucester, Tailor Mari Coren & Son, Gloucester 

Hartiey, Wsi114m, Sale, co Chester, Builder Feb 10 Payne & Co, Manchester 

His, Cuartorre, Southampton Feb5 Meredith & Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 


Hospay, Ream, ae ad sq, Housekeeper to the Thames Conservancy Feb5 Glasier, 


Ho.uines, oo Wonrstey, Pietermaritzburg, Natal, Contractor Feb6 Harrison & 
Powell, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s inn 
Jones, Hannan ane, Maude grove, West Brompton Feb 28 Waterhouse & Co, New 
Lincoln’ s inn 
Jones, Tuomas, Swansea, retired Weaver Feb18 Aeron & Co, Swansea 
Kesvessuas, Be Rosert Huseet, Chislehurst, Kent, Estate Agent Mar5 Waller & Sons, 
leman st 
Leece, Saran, Urmston, Lancs Feb 10 Payne & Co, Manchester 
Lewis, Chantes, G Great Dover st, Southwark, Bath Manufacturer Jun 31 Vanderpump 
m, Gray’s inn sq 
Loomes, J AMES, ellington rd, West Hackney,Gent Febé Goddard, Old Serjeants’ inn 





Mitts, Tuomas, Handsworth, Staffs,Gent Jan 31 Buller & Cross, Birmingham 
Owens, Sanan Exizapera, Camden sq Feb15 Seagrove & Woods, Chancery lane 
Patmer, Manta, William st, Birmingham Feb 1 Pepper & Tangye, Birmingham 
Rawuixe, Axx, Wright Green, Cumbrid Feb4 Brockbank & Co, Whitehaven 
Sennett, Ann, Exeter Jan 25 Dann & Brown, Exeter 

Srimzaxer, Mary Ecce, Lancaster Jan 28 Saul, Lancaster . 
Sayre, Mantaw Warsoy, Brighton Feb15 Hallowes & Carter, Bedford row 
Tuowrsoy, Isapecta, Great Harwood, Lancs Feb6é E & B Haworth, Blackburn 
Warrey, Bexsamix Joux, Deal, Kent,Gent Feb 14 Brown & Brown, Deal 
Warson, Epwarp Facon, Piccadilly, Artist Feb1 Watkins & Co, Sackville st 
Wuirt, Exocu, Bournemouth, Nurseryman Jan3i J & W H Druitt, Bournemouth 
Wuirrizip, Laxcetot, South Marston, Wilts, Farmer March 1 Crowdy & Son, Far- 


Wiiurams, Mary Jaye, Cheltenham Jan25 Brydges & Co, Cheltenham 


London Gazette.—Tuxsvay, Jan. 10. 
Browy, Extes, Eccles, Lancs Feb13 Hadfield & Co, Manchester 
Cuarre., Bexsamix, Wakefield, Fishmonger Feb18 Plews, Wakefield 
Cooke, Rosert, Newport, Mon, Surgeon Feb 28 Wade, Newport, Mon 
Coorzr, Geonce, Cheddar, Somerset, Yeoman Feb22 Gwynn & Masters, Bristol 
Crane, Mary Cano.ine, Rhosddu, Wrexham Febi4 Hughes, Wrexham 
Doveuty, Beatrice, Woodbridge, Suffolk Jan 31 Wood, Woodbridge 
Sree, Sh Figtree ct, Temple, Esq, Barrister at Law Feb 9 Smith & Son, 
Guzyarr, Joux, Chesterfield, Shoemaker Jan 21 Bunting, Chesterfield 
Goopinsox, Caartes Hewry, Kilnh ur Rotherham, retired Ironfounder Feb 20 
Oxley & Rotherham 


mas, Gt Russell st, Bloomsbury Feb 4 Keene & Co, Seeth- 

Mesncavaw aren, Frorence Emma, Rotherham, Draper Feb 13 Oxley & Coward, 
Rotherham and Sheffield 

Hitt, Rowianp, Warwick rd, Earl’s Court, Lieutenant-Colonel (retired) Feb10 Flad- 

's court, Charing cross 

Layostretu, Wittiam, Arkholme, Lancs, Gent ‘March 31 Pearson & Pearson, Kirkby 

Larsacn, Hersert Doxatp, Gledhow gaptens, | South Kensington, Esq Feb 7 Le 
Brasseur & Oa! 


. New court, 
Lawrence, Tuomas, Redhill, Surrey, Gent Feb 10 10 Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry chmbrs 


Locxerr, Tuomas, Shelton, Stoke upon Trent, Rate Collector Feb 5 Holtom, Stoke 


Capex BauuaL, Hopwood, Heywood, Lance, Gent March 95 Stott & Son, Rochdale 

Pearce, Jos, High Wycombe, Bucks, Gent Febi1 Clarke & Son, High Wycombe 

P.ivucxyertt, Carottve Saran, Salisbury Jan 28 Macdonald & Malden, Salisbury 

Bavane, Gnaneae, Warmington, co Warwick, Corn Dealer Jan 31 Fortescue & Sons, 

Snore, icoan oan, Cheetham, Manchester Feb1 Scholes, Manchester 

Siupsoy, Any Isang, North st, Leeds Feb6 Markland & Co, Leeds 

Simpson, Ricuarp, Leeds, Pork Butcher Feb6 Markland & Co, Leeds 

Srapparp, Josepu, Newcastle upon Tyne, Farmer Feb 25 Wilkinson & Marshall, 
Newcastle upon 

Tarr, Frepertc Tuomas, Sale, co Chester, Window Ticket Writer Feb 10 Payne & Co, 

Temrie, Tuomas, Choppington, Northumberland, Gent Feb 1 Webb, Morpeth 

Tenxant, Wituram, Neweastle upon Tyne, Draper Feb 28 Stobo & Livingston, New- 
castle upon Tyne : 

Turyver, Joun Go.picurt, Rickinghall, Diss, Sussex,Gent Feb 15 Turner & Co, King 

Witxixs, Rosert Birv, Newport, I W, Surgeon March 1 Buckell, Newport, I W 

‘Woop, Gzorer, the Orchard, Bedford Park, Esq Feb 15 Newman & Co, Clement’s inn 

Woovcock, Rosert Fraser, Wigan, Surgeon Feb 28 Woodcock & Penny, Wigan 


ey 
Harwoop, Wit1iam 
ing lane 











BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Jan. 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Asxuam, Cuaries, Cambridge, Fishmonger Cambridge 
Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 10 

Biakesorouan, Joun, Smethwick, eee, Boot Dealer 

. West a agg +t Ord Ji = taal 

ROADWITH, TLLIAM, Mic , or eeper 

Northallerton Pet Jan 10 bra Jan pon, 

CAMPBELL, widen Mink cere Ls wood -s South 
ton, Builder et Jan10 Ord Jan 10 

Cave, Rurert Tyuer, tans a Staffs, Hatter Lei- 
cester Dec 20 Ord 

Cnaistie, Taomas Freperick, “Kingston upon Hull, Ware- 
houseman Kingston upon Hull Per Jan 10 Ord 


Jan 10 
Onan E W M, late Ley, sq, rh Con- 
tractor High Court Pet Oct 28 Ord J 
CorwwELt, wee Keddington, 5 uffolk, “Miller Cam- 
bri Jan9 Ord Jan9 
_aaeee, Hotel Keeper Swansea Pet Dec 30 
Dockerty, ~ = - tee Clerk Middlesborough 


Pet Janto Ord J 
Fievper, Freperick, oe Insurance Agent Ports- 


mouth Pet Jan 10 On. >. 10 

Foster, Bexsamin, Hastings, Builder Hastings Pet Nov 
21 Ord Jan 9 

Fotees, Wa Tbstock, Leics, Builder Leicester Pet 


Dawe, 
Ord Ji 


an Jan 11 
Getvarp, ALrrep. Preston, Licensed Victualler Preston 
Pet Jani0 Ord Jan 10 
Gratncer, Tuomas, Acocks grn, Wores, late Grocer West 
Bromwich Pet Jan6 ‘Jan 6 


Haein, Frepericx a Basee 
late Grocer Leicester ‘ . ae 
Harrison, Gaoees, i Tallegion, lant 


on Tees 








Moesss, Panr, J a Crewe 


ee ArgTau jal de 
Middlesborough Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10, High Court Pet Jan 10 oa 


came, ne Leeds, Greengrocer Leeds Pet Jan 11 
an 
Hispert,“Wiii1am, Hindley, Lancs, Confectioner Wigan 
‘ Pet Dec 29 Ord Jan 1 : aie PaaS 
ICKINBOTHAM, James Hewry, * or 
I Le ee rg 


ter Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 
Hicotysorrom, Heyry, Elland, Yorks, Licensed Victualler 


Pet Janil Ord Jan it 
Shipping Merchant 


Hitpesuem, Hermans, Manchester, 
Pet Jan9 Ord Jan'9 

Builder’s * Merchant Hastings 

bar rd, Forest Gate, Baker 


— JosErn ny Hastings, Builder 
I Jan 9 } Ord Jan 
anil Ord Jan li 


RE Watrer Jouy, Dunbar 
igh Court Pet Ji 
—— Jims, Tuomas Rossins, Evten Rooxe, and 
force Busu, Kingswood, Boot Manufacturers 
I T Bet Jas 4 or icttinghamn, F Notting- 
yoer, Toomas Ricuarp, ‘'armer 
ham Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 
Joxgs, Tuomas Witu1am, West Bromwich, Tailor West 
Bromwich Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 6 
mm, 5 = Devizes, Wilts, Coal Merchant Bath Pet 
0 Ord Jan 10 
8 Wituiam, Landport, Builder Portsmouth 
Pet Dec 29 Ord Ji 


A! Cutler Leicester Pet Jan 


Hems 
ourneyman Pet Jan 9 
ams Isaac, and Isaac Mawsox, the younger, 
‘ Pet Jan 9 Ord Jano” 
eset, oF Tinman ina 
Pet Jan it Jan li 
Pet Jan 9 Ord 


Pel Det is Ord Jan? 


Rise, Grocer 


Loxesortom, Wiitiam Epwarp Yorks, 
J Joiner Waketield Jan 9 


MoNtti, Tuow HOMAS 


an 
Perens, Cuartes Morrt 








| Raw nagee, Bs Revsex, Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet Jan 6 


Souous, Juans, Middleton, Lancs, Painter Oldham Pet 

Jan 

Suarr, Avpert Epwarp, and Sau Guam, I Bradford 
Manufacturers Bradford Pet Dec 


Bed- 

28 Ord Jan 11 

Sins, + a at aan Grocer Pet Dec 
este. Gusace , seine Barton on Humber, Chemist 


Bf 

Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 

Smuitu, Tuomas, Balesman Peterborough 

Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 

Srevens, “Wiusas, St Albans, Builder St Albans Pet 
Jan9 Ord 


Jan 9 
Srovx, Cuaries, Manchester, Victualler Man- 
chester my te Ord Jan 6 
Sor, i ‘Ord dan it st, Publisher eed Pet Jan 
nba 
ering are Po je 9 
an 
[ne oe ees, 
Pet Jan 11 


Wesker Ausgrt Ep ey 
J 
2 Orden a 
aves, Soe EORGE TTHEW, 
Ord Jan sg 


Wuirerey, Percy Herworrsa Beavers, and Gsorce 


rd, 
Janii 


, 
= or RSS 
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FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bamuey, Harry Daviv Carvery, Fandenhall, Norfolk, 
late House Agent Jan 23 at 3 Off Rec, 8, King st, 
Norwich 

Boorn, Hexny, Romford, Essex, Builder Jan 2) at3 Off 
Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, T-mple avenue 

Bosner, Wittiam Greoncr, Leeds, Teacher of Dancing 
Jan @atil Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Baicuovse, Groros, Liverpool, Greengrocer Jan 25 at 2 30 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Burrows, Tuomas, Fecleston, nr Prescot, Lancs, Farmer 
Jan 2tat3_ Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Cave, Rurartr Trier, Cradley Heath, Staffs, Hatter Jan 
23at3 Off Rec, 3, Friar lane, Leicester 

Curverton, Jouy, Burgess hill, Sussex, Dairyman Jan 23 
at 12 Off Ree, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Coir, Josern. Stroud, Glos, Potato Dealer Jan 21 at 4 
Imperial Hotel, St roud 

Davies, Tuomas, and Davin Davies, Nelson, Glam, 
Grocers Jan 20at3 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Extraixcuam, Axnorew, Ferryhill Village, co Durham, Inon- 

r Jan 23 at 2.30 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunder 


lan 

—— Mark Wootstoy, Southtown next Great Yarmouth, 

Carter Jan 31 at 10.30 Lovewell Blake, South Quay, 

Great Yarmouth 

Tameuix, Frevericxk Joun Easto, Belgrave, Leicester, 
Grocer Jan 23 at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leices- 
ter 

Hickxixsotuam, James Henry, Loughborough, Serjeant 

ajor Instructor in Leicestershire Yeomanry Cavalry 

Jan 20 at 1230 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Hieaixeorrov, Heyry, Elland, Yorks, Licensed Victualler 
Jan 2 at11 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Hitpesnem, Herwany, Manchester, Shipping Merchant 
Jan 20 at 2.45 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Hvurzue, Taomas, Well st, Hackney, Clothier Jan 20 at 12 
meng ed bldgs, Carey st 

Jounxson, WitiiaM, the younger, Newcastle on Tyne, late 
Gun Manufacturer Jan 20 at 11.30 Of Rec, Pink 
lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

Lees. Percy, Aldrington, Sussex, Labourer Jan 20 at 12 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 


Lonopotrom, Witiiam Fpwarp, Hemsworth, Yorks, 
Journeyman Joiner Jan 20 at11 Off Rec, Bond ter, 
Wakefield 


Lovatr, Hesry, Longton, Staffs, Potter's Gilder Feb 1 at 
12 Of , Newcastle under Lyme 

Lveas, Herries tt, Barking rd, Canning Town, Baker Jan 
23 at 2.30 B inkruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Masoys, Wiiisas, Birkenhead, Ticenanl Victualler Jan 24 
at 2.30 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

OcsperG, Harris, late of Manchester, Merchant Jan 20 
at 3.30 Ozden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Rawtiyas, Reveey, Leicester, Grocer Jan 2) at 3 Off 
Ree. 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Reap, Ropert, Liverpool, Commission Merchant Jan 23 
at12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Ricnarps, G H, Stonebridge rd, South Tottenham Jan 2) 
at 12 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Ricnarpsoy, Girpert Henny, Staplecr oss, Ewhurst, Sussex, 


Baker Jan 30 at 12.30 Young & Son, Bank bligs, | 


a Wiusam, Hakin, Pembs, Builder Jan 21 at 11 
ff Rec, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 


Sime "Wituam, Lostock Gralam, Cheshire, Engine | 


Driver Jan 20 at 11.15 Court house, Upper Bank st, 
Warrington 
Toorr, Cuarves, and Maria Toorr, Bromsgrove, Wores, 
——, Jan 24 at 10.15 Off Rec, 45, Copenhagen st, 
orceste: 
Trepwe.., Henry Faevenicx, W: reester, Fruiterer Jan 
23 at 10 Off Rec, 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 
Vas, Watrer, Filey, Yorks, Assistant to Aerated 
‘ater Manufacturer -_ 20at11 Off Rec, 74, New- 
Hine st, Scarborough 
Wuarerey, CHanves, Kenilworth, Warwickshire, Nur- 
— Jan 23 at 12 Off Ree, 17, Hertford st, 


usm en New Tredegar, Mon, Earthenware 
Hawker Jan 20at12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Wituiiams, Joun, Swansea, Butcher Jan 23 at 12 Off Rec, 
81, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Winiiams, Wacrer Avert, Regent st, Architect Jan 20 
at 2. Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Wray, Atsert Mitiar, Kingston upon Hull, School- 
master Jan 21 at 11 Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, 
Scarborough 

ADJUDICATIONS. 


Asxuam, CHar.es, eeeites, Fishmonger Cambridge 

3B a on a oe 10 .« " ‘ 

kiGnoust, Grorcr, Liverpool, Greengrocer ive 
Pet Decl Ord Jan 11 cit 

Broapwitn, Witiiam, Mickley, nr eo Innkeeper 
Northallerton Pet Jan10 Ord Jaa 1 

Cave, Ruegrt Tyrer, Cradley Heath, Staffs, Hatter 

Pet Dec iz Ord Jan 9 

Caristiz, Tuomas Frevericx, Kingston upon Hull, Ware- 

houseman Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan 10 Ord 


Jan 10 
Corr, Josrrn, Stroud, Glos, Potato Dealer Gloucester Pet 
Dec 3 Ord Jan 11 
CornweELt, bay gd eitington, Suffolk, Miller Cam- 
Pet Jan Jan 


Docxerty, Joun, Middlesborough, Clerk Middlesborough 
Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 10 

Fierprr, Freprricx, Landport, Insurance Agent Ports- 
mouth Jani0 Ord Jan 10 

Fowxes, Wittiam, Ibstock, Leics, Builder Leicester Pet 
Jan 11 Ord Jan 11 

Gevvarp, Atrrep, Preston, Licensed Victualler Preston 
Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 10 

Gratnoer, Thomas, Acocks grn, Wores, late Grocer West 

x . Pet Jan J _— 6 

ALL, JAMES, my , Yorks, Tripe Seller Bradford Pet 

Dee 30. Ord Jan 9 


Hamaum, Faevericx Joun Easro, Belgrave, Leicester, late 
Grocer Leicester Pet Jan6 Ord Jan7 





| Meseseen, Genes, Darlington, Land Surveyor Stockton 
on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 10 

Hesevtive, Jony, Leeds, Greengrocer Leeds Pet Jan 11 

Ord Jan 11 

ee. Tromas Ricnarp, Nottingham, Farmer Notting- 
ham PetJan9 Ord Jan9 

Joussox, WriiiaM (jun), Newcastle upsn Tyne, late Gun 
Manufacturer Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Dec 10 Ord 
Jan7 

Joxes, Tuomas Wititam, West Bromwich, Tailor West 
Bromwich Pet Jan4 Ord Jané6 

Joycr, Atrrep Coury, Aylesbury, Baker Aylesbury Pet 
Dec 16 Ord Jan 10 

Kine, Davip, Devizes, Wilts, Coal Merchant Bath Pet 
Jan10 Ord Jan 10 

Lennox, Wituiam Ropert, Argyle * Regent st, Gent 
High Court Pet Oct 28 Ord Jan 9 

Lewin, Jous, Loughborouzh, Cutler Leicester Pet Jan 
11 Ord Jan 11 

Loxesottom, Wittram Eowarv, Hemsworth, Yorks, 
pple Joiner Wakefield Pct Jan 9 Ord 
Jan 9 

Lucas, Hernricu, Barking rd, Canning Town, Baker 
High Court Pet Jan5 Ord Jan7 

Many, Harry, Leicester, Tobacconist Leicester Pet Dec 
17 Ord Dee 31 

Mawson, Isaac, and Isaac Mawsoy, the younger, Lancas- 
ter, Builders Preston Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 

McNeit, Tuomas, Cadoxton, nr Neath, Glam, Tinman in 
a Tin Works Neath Pet Jani11 Ord Janil 

Merryrietp, Water, Waldershare, Kent, Farmer Can- 
terbury Pet Dec14 Ord Jan 11 

Mixus, Rosert Best, Kettering, Machinist Northampton 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Jan 6 

Morais, Puitip, Crewe, Draper, Nantwich and Crewe Pet 
Jan9 Ord Jan9 

Nose, Heyry Witwiam, Leicester, Upholsterer Leic>ster 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Jan7 

Ousperc, Harris, ae of Ponsheater, Merchant Man- 
chester Pet Oct 27 Ord Jan 

Poicurt, Henry, late ——— Company Promoter High 
Court Pet Nov 16 Ord Jan 

Raw uses, Revsen, Leicester, Ae Leicester Pet Jan 
6 Ord Jan 6 

Reap, Rosert, Liverpool, Commission Merchant Liver- 
pool Pet Dec 20 Ord Jan 11 

Scuo.es, James, late of Middleton, Lancs, Painter Old- 
ham PetJan7 Ord Jan9 

Secrama, Moses, Wintiam Henry Sctama, and Josern 
Sciama, Manchester, Merchants Manchester Pet Dee 
3 Ord Jan7 

Sinus, James, Birmingham, Grocer Birmingham Pet Dec 
30 Ord Jan 11 

Situ, Gzorce Henry, Barton on Humber, Chemiss Gt 
Grimsby Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 

Suiru, Toomas, Spalding, Cattle Salesman Peterborough 
Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 10 

| Srrincer, Georce, Aberdare, Glam, Earthenware Dealer 
Aberdare Pet Jan6 Ord Jang 

Swinpurne, Ropert, Alma ter, South Kensington, Gent 
High Court Pet Oct4 Ord Jan 10 

| Tnompsoxn, Gwenpo.tne, Liverpool, Milliner Liverpool 

Pet Dec 15 Ord Jan 11 

| Trier, Jamss, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leicester Pet 
Dec 31 Ord Jan 11 

Waker, Avbert Epwarp, Flanshaw lane, nr Wakefield, 
Journeyman Cabinet Maker Wakefield Pet Jan 11 
Ord Jan 11 

Wurt.ey, Sipney Tuomas, Newport, Mon, Butcher New- 
port, Mon Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 10 

Wuitwortn, Jouy Cieec, Halifax, Grocer Halifax Pet 
Jan6 Ord Jan6 

Wicarns, Freperick Atrutscron, Ash next Sandwich, 
—_. Brewer’s Manager Canterbury Pet Nov8 Ord 
an ll 

Witiiams, WaLrer Asem, ae st, Architect High 
Court Pet Jan6 Ord Jan 

Witsos, Avsert, Cosham, ais. Draper Portsmouth 
Pet Dec 5 Ord Jan3 


The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette, Dec. 23 : 
Burrows, Sternen, Long Bennington, Lincs, Labourer 
Nottingham Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 





London Gazette—Tvuespvay, Jan. 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Batrove, Jasez Spexcer, late Whitehall crt, M.P., 

Director of Companies High Court Pet Jan 9 Ord 
n12 

Bentiey, James, Uleombe, Kent, Farmer Maidstone 
Pet Jani3 Ord Jan 13 

Bippu.tes, Jony, Vauxhall, nr Birmingham, Cigihiat's 
Foreman Birmingham Pet Jan 14 Ord Jan1 

Butiarp, Cuarves, Ipswich, Agricultural Beek Ips- 
wich Pet Janil Ord Jan ‘U 

Burrorp, Joux Groror, Rochester, Licensed Victualler 
Rochester Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 

Cotuns, Tuomas, Leamore, Bloxwich, Staffs, Licensed 
Victualler Walsall Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 10 

Corry, Freep, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Saddler Bradford Pet 
Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 

Davies, Eowarp, Middlesborough, Licensed Victualler 
Middlesborough Pet Janil Ord Jan ll 

Desportes, Ferpixnanp, the Hop Exch ange, Southwark st 
High Court Pet Jan7 Ord Jan 12 

Exias, Jostan, Lianidloes, Montgomeryshire, Fruiterer 
Newtown ‘Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 

Extwoop, Isaac, Keswick, late Innkeeper Cockermouth 
and Workington Pet Jan12 Ord Jan 12 

Ety, Atrrep Greorar, West Derby, nr Liverpool, Licensed 
Victualler Liverpool Pet Jan13 Ord an 13 

Evans, Roperick Pair, Pont — Glam, Grocer 
Pontypridd Pet Jan 14 Ord Jan1 

Fo.sy, Epwarp, Seacombe, ae, ie Dealer Birken- 
head Pet Jan 13 Ord Jan 1 

Hart, Erxest H, Eldorado Club, Haymarket, Club Pro- 
prietor High Court Pet Oct5 Ord Jan 13 








Haw Png Ra — Coventry, Butcher Coventry Pet Jan 13 
0 


Heussy, Au ak Epw app, Clitheroe, rane Linen Draper 
Blackburn Pet Jan1i Ord Jan 1 
Hitt, Joux, and Harry Hin, oe Leeds, Painters 
Leeds Pet Jani4 Ord Jan 14 
Hossackx, Atrrep, Gloucester place, mata sq, Artist 
High Court Pet Dec13 Ord Jan 1 
How, Frepericxk Groror, Sandy, Beds, Corn Merchant 
Bedford Pet Dec 31 Ord Jan 13 
Huenes, Wititam, To alais, Glam, Licensed Victualler 
Pontypridd Pet Jani2 Ord Jan 12 
Joxes, Jous, Tynycelyn Trerddol, Corwen, Merioneth, 
Farmer Wrexham Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 
Kuyer, Istpor, Pontypridd, Glam, Jeweller Pontypridd 
Pet Jané Ord Jan6 
Lanp, Joun, Southolt, Suffolk, Farmer Ipswich Pet Jan 
13 Ord Jan 13 
Lisuman, Caturrine, Bishop Auckland, Tobacconist Dur- 
ham Pet Janil Ord Jan 11 
Lock, George, Grantham, Tailor Nottingham Pet Jan 14 
rd Jan 14 
Loyxe, Josern, Harrogate, late Tobacconist York . Pet 
Jani12 Ord Jan 12 
Marrs, At pert Witiiam, Thorpe Hamlet, Norwich, Baker 
Norwich Pet Jan14 Ord Jan 14 
Martix, James, Preston, Builder Preston Pet Jan 12 
Ord Jan 12 
Marsoy, Jacos, Cardiff, Outfitter Cardiff Pet Jan 13 
Ord Jan 13 
Oxproyp, Georce, Little Lepton, nr Huddersfield, Farmer 
Huddersfield Pet Jan13 Ord Jan 13 
Ovurray, Jouy, Euston rd, Paperhanging Merchant High 
Court Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 14 
Parker, Josern Grorce, and Aagravur Josern Parker, 
— Yorks, Joiners Bradford Pet Jani4 Ord 
anli 
Partincrox, Josera Lexrs, Moss Side, nr Manchester, 
fy aia Traveller Manchester Pet Jan 12 Ord 
an 12 
Pearce, Arruur, High rd, —— Photographer Wands- 
worth Pet Dec6 Ord Jan 
Ricnarpson, Appleton, Stockton on Tees, Butcher Stock- 
ton on Tees Pet Jan 11 Ord Jan 11 
SavzMann, WILLIAM, a Suffolk, Baker Ipswich 
Pet Jan 14 Ord Jan 
Ssuru, Ropeer Heyry, Sheffield, Steel Merchant Sheffield 
Pit Dec 16 Ord Jan 12 
West, Ricaarp, Birmingham, Iosurance Agent Worcester 
Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 10 
Wayre, Witi1am, Westgate on Sea, Kent, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Canterbury Pet Jan14 Ord Jan 14 
Woo..ey, Hexry Tuomas, Northampton, Baker North- 
ampton Pet Jan13 Ord Jan 13 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


AskxuAu, Cuaries, Cambridge, Fishmonger Jan 26 at 12 
Uf Ree, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Bexnett, Witrias Woopman, Nicol sq, Falcon sq, Manu- 
facturer Jan 24 at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Bevan, Hamitton, mapee, Merchant Jan 24 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Bonp, James CHaRues, Buxhall. Suffolk, Farmer Jan 24 
at12.30 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Brannan, James, Wath u upon Dearne, Yorks, Mason Jan 
25fat 10.30 Off Rec, Figtree lane. Sheffield 

ete GeorGe, Chelmsford, Cricket Bat Maker Jan 25 

at 11.15 Shirehall, Chelmstord 

Butiagp, CHARLES, Ipswich, Agricultural Engiseer Jan 
24at12 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Burrorp, Joux Georcr, Rochester, Licensed Victualler 
Jan 26at 11.36 Off Rec, Rochester 

Capy, Georer, Darsham, Suffolk, Dealer Jan 31 at 10.45 
Lovewell Blake, South Quay, '@t Yarmouth 

Carrorp, Eowin Water, Mincing lane, Sugar Merchant 
Jan 24at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Corywe_i, Wituiam, Keddington, Suffulk, Miller Jan 27 
at 12 ‘or Ree, 5, Petty Cu Cambridge 

Corry, Frep, Cleckheaton, ¥ ork, L meee Jan 26 atil 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, B 

Deacoy, CuaRes, baat Dalston, of no occupation 
Jan 21 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Fievver, Freperick, Landport, Insurance Agent Jan 24 
aes -4 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Ports- 
moi 

Fow — Wins Am, Ibstock, Leics, Builder Jan 26 at 12.30 
0 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Gopparb, q~ arp Lewis, Stoke Poges, Bucks, Butcher 
Jan 26 at12 Herbert & Son, 95, st, Windsor 

Heap, I W, Manchester, Manufacturer’s A; m Jan 24 at 

3.30 Ogden’ schmbrs, Bridge st, Manc! 

Hesevtixe, Jouy, , Greengrocer Jan 25 Sat ll Off 

22, Park row, Leeds 

Hisserr, Wituram, Hindley, Lancs, Confectioner Jan 25 
at 10.45 Court house, King st, Wigan 

Hotmes, Eowarp, Gt Yarmouth, Smackowner Jan 31 at 

10.15 Lovewell Blake, South Quay, Gt Yarmouth 

Incer, Tuomas Ricnarp, Ni , Farmer Jan 24 at 
11 Off Rec, St Peter’s Chu’ Walk, Nottingham 

Jones. Davin, Claremont sq, Pentonville, Builder Jan 24 
at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Joxes, Joan Evans Bropiz, Penrhynside, Llandudno, 
Assistant Grocer Jan 24at12 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

Joves, Tnomas Witu1am, West Bromwich, Tailor Jan 27 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Lanp, Jouy, Southolt, Suffolk, Farmer Jan 2iat1 35, 
Princes st. Ipswich 

Learmourn, Witiiam, Portsea, Builder Jan 31 at 3.30 
Off Rec, Cambridge jnctn, High st, Portsmouth 

Le “me gous Laoughberaugh, Cutler Jan 26at3 Of Rec, 

Friar 
Lev mre, Louis, and Apa Leysere, Cheetham, Man- 
chester, Mantle Makers Jan 25 at 3 Ogden’s chmbrs, 
ewer ngage: AO 


Bridge st, 
Green, Warwickshire 


LinvortTu Ricuarp " 
Licens a ls mag Jan v7 at 12 23, Colmore rd, 
Biomingt 
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Gy JosEpn, te, late Tobacconist Jan 26 at 12.30) Davies, Epwarp, Mi Licensed Victualler | Prreu Meg way A Heway, Podle, Baker Poole Pet Deo 
— ff Rec, York a " 3 Stockton on Tees and Mi rough Pet Jan il 28 Ord Jan 
Ma wt Wactin late of Birmingham, Wholesale Fish Ord Jan 11 Rexce, Anxis ER te st, Jersey Manufacturer 
er Jan 25 at 11 23, Colmore row, Birmi: Dawe, J 8, Swansea, Hotel Keeper Swansea Pet Dec 30 Court Pet Dec7 Ord Jan 11 
Manette Jaan, Preston, Builder Jan26at3 Off Ord Jan 12 Ricuarpsoy, Sg ye Stockton on 5 mg 
Mitts, ry ek James, Cirencester, Watchmaker Jan 24 1 | Bexwo00 perm mee, ge a fan 12 ermouth Ord Jan i a5 
2 Ly 28, ‘ . an 
at 12.30 Off Reo, 32, High st, Swindon Ev a. Evw ARD THOMAS, Meole Brace, Salop, Farmer | 5442MANx, bt ae ~ Nae + pat Suffolk, Baker Seon: 
O.proyp, Georez, Little Lepton, nr Huddersfield, Farmer Shrewsbury Pet Dec 14 Ord Jan 1 Pet Jan i4 Ord Jan vo, W 
Jan 26at3 Off Rec, 6, Queen st, Huddersfield Evaxs, Ropericx Purur, pri, Glam, Grocer | Toorz. Guanes, and Mansa Tvors, ‘Orcs, 
Putman, Arrnur, Ashburnham rd, Kensal Rise, Grocer Pontypridd Pet Jan14 Ord ee Butchers Worcester ‘Pet Dec 1 Ord Jan il" te 
‘a Jan 25 = 12 Beakeeey see Cae see h Garner, Epwarp Tuomas, Market | Grocer ———- a Bristol, Tutor “Bristol 
AMSDEN, Tuomas, Hollingwo: 2, eborough, nr 4 V 
Rochdale, Li Victualler Jan'2iat 11.15 Town- Leicester Pet Dec 31 Ord Jan 14 


Henley on Thames, Carrier Readi Pet Tassnsat Saey Pences, Bristol, Musician Bristol Pet 


e icensed 
hall, Rochdale 


——, Joun. 
Ord 


| Jan 12 . 
Roe sens, J Tay LOR, ee. Advertisement Canvasser Sisiaee, eae Eowaap, Clitherce, Lanes, Linen Draper —— eae, re gm * sprung Agent Worces- 
Jan 27 at 11 23, Colmore row, Birmingham B ‘kburn Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 1 Warne g ders w, A Liswased ¥ 
Suarp, eons Epw ARD, b nad Sam i Ok Bee an Bed- Hint, Joux, and Harry Hiw, Bramley, Leeds, Painters 7 Tt Ok ry “a ictualler 
Bradf Bae eae: ms A Leeds Pet Jan 14 Ord Jan Woo..ey, Hevry, Tuomas, Northampton, Baker North- 
s0W 2 | oqens, Watrer Jouy, Dunbar rd, Forest gate, Baker ampton Pet Jen 13 Ord Jan 13 ° 


meres 7 Tuowas, 8 alding, Cattle Salesman Feb 10 at 12 | 
—~$ 


ew rd, a 
se... ‘Cuanues, Manchester, Licensed Victualler Jan 24 
at-3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Waker, Atpert Epwarp, Flanshaw lane, nr Wakefield, 
Journeyman Cabinet Maker Jan 24 at 11 Off Ree, 
Bond ter, Wakefield 
WuitLey, Sipney Tuomas, Newport, Mon, Butcher Jan 


24 at 1 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, 
on 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Asuworts, Joun Rosert, Heywood, Lancs, Chemist’s 


Ass nt 
Dec 21 Ord Jan 12 
Bennett, Witt1am Woopmay, Nicol sq, 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Jan6 Ord Jan 11 
Beytiey, James, Uleoombe, Kent, Farmer Maidstone Pet 


Jani3 Ord Jan 13 
Bivputru, Joun, Vauxhall, nr Birmingham, Clothier’s 
Pet Jani4 Ord Jan 14 


Foreman Birmingham 
Butyiarp, Cuarzes, Ipswich, Agricultural Engineer Ips- 
Ord Jan 11 


wich Pet Jan 11 
Burrorp, Joun Georce, Rochester, Licensed Victualler 
Ord Jan 12 


Rochester Pet Jan 12 
Carr, Cuartes Ernest, Pontefract, Lieutenant in King’s 


Ashton under Lyne and Stalybridge Pet 


Faleon sq, | 
| Marrix, James, Preston, Builder Preston Pet Jan 12 
Ord Jan 12 


“Manson, J Jacos, Cardiff, Outfitter Cardiff Pet Jan 13 

| 0: 13 

| Mites, Epwarp, late of Paktet, Somerset, Blacksmith 
Bath Pet 


Own Yorkshire Light Infantry Wakefield Pet Sept | 


19 Ord Jan5 
Comme, Frep, spenhenton, Yorks, Saddler Bradford Pet 
ni2 Ord Jan 1 


| 
| 


Santen, HERBERT te Bildestone, Suffolk, Farmer | 


— Pet Dec 22 Ord Jan6 


Hueues, Witi1am, Tongwynlais, Glam, Licensed Victualler 
Jom, Beton 
Sou Isipor, ya Glam, Jeweller Pontypridd 
Lanp, ame Bouthlt, euffolk, Farmer ipswich Pet Jan 
LisHMAy, 
Lock, Greorcr, Grantham, Tailor Nottingham Pet Jan 


Lone, Josern, Harrogate, 


Nickxets, George WIt.iaw, Southend on Sea, Draper 
OvpRoyD. 


PARsLey ed Joun 


Partinetros, Josern Lees, Moss Side, nr Manchester, 
—— ercial Traveller Manchester ‘Pet. Jan 12 Ord 
an 12 


Court Pet Janli Ord Jan 11 


ridd Pet Jani2 Ord Jun 12 


lyn Trerddol, Corwen, Merioneth 
seliens Pet Jani2 Ord Jan 12 f 


Pontyp 


Pet Jan6é Ord J 


13 Jan 1 
ot ll Bishop Auckland, Tob 


my 









SALES OF ENSUING WEEK, 


Jan. 24.—Messrs. Fanepnorucn, Exwis, Sem & Co., at 
the Mart, E.C., at 2 o'clock, d and 

Properties, id Ground-rent, a Buildi | ie and 

Reversion (see advertisement, this week, p. 204 





Durham Pet Janil Ord Jan 11 


14 Ord Jan 14 
late Tobacconist York Pet 
Jan12 Ord Jan 12 


Dec6 Ord Jan 


Chelmsford Pet Dec 22 Ord Jan 12 


a Little Lepton, nr Huddersfield, Farmer 
Pet Jani3 Ord Jan 13 
Rew, Bristol, Hatter Bristol 


Huddersti 


Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 14 

















All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Subscriplion, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 4 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper,. 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxtorrors’ JourwAt, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volumes bound 
at the ofice—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 





as, 04. 
















‘EYRE & SPOTTISWOODE, 


GOVERNMENT AND GENERAL PUBLISHERS. 
ALSO AGENTS TO THE NEW ZEALAND GOVERNMENT. 


STATE TRIALS. New Series. Vol. IV., 103. Edited by Mr. J. P. 
Wa tis, under the Direction of the State Trials Cumasiiten, The Volume contains 
several noteworthy Chartist trials between the years 1839 and 1843, including | 
Frost’s trial for high treason and the trials of Feargus O’Connor and Thomas | 
Cooper. Among other trials of interest are those of Oxford, Francis, and Bean, for | 
shooting at the Queen, and of Lord Cardi; 


PARLIAMENTARY penares, 1893. Subscription for the Session, in Daily Parts 


or in Volumes as issued, £5 
PARLIAMENTARY pare, \ Yate and P of the — < Commons, or 
Minutes of the House of Lords, supplied on Subscription. Full particulars on 


application. 











with Captain Tuckett. 


—Scotsman. 


political history.’’ 


LONDON: EAST HARDING Fo hand 


gan before the House of Peers for his duel | gong op PARLIAMENT can be supplicd during the Session, as published, and 
account rendered at the cl 


“One of the most valuable of recent additions to the published sources of legal and | pygza¢ GENERAL ACTS, mos (Cheap Edition). 
3s. 6d. 


cloth, Be. 5 by post, 3s 










Published by Authority. Red 


E.C. 





INSURANCE OFFICE. | 
Founded 1710. 
Law Courts Braycna, 
40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C., 
A. W. COUSINS, 


SUN 


ZOU pointes Pe nounce that their SALES of LANDED ESTAT 
Sage District Manager. | Scans: | investenentn, Town, Sabusben, ond Counter’ isuue’ 
SUM INSURED in 1891, £373 »700,000. Susans Wesounsn lawrumnen, 3.2 Chal : may aos, Build aihding Land, Kom ot Rents Rover~ 
Mass H. Jovos, A.B.1.B.A. | MART: Tokenhouse-yard, E. on the following FRIDAYS 
THE EQUITABLE FIRE AND ACCIDENT) — Mis: Binors. "during the year 1803 :— 
ARTHUR oa. Q.c. ral Feb. 3 May 5 Juned ~ 
OFFICE, LIMITED. F. Pete, ARDCASTLE, Feb, 24 May 12 July 7 e 
MANCHESTER, LONDON, GLASGOW. — — --— Mer. A May 18 daly M4 Oot, A 
y y ‘ov. 
Carita. £405,545. fneee £00 ~ pr word April 14 June 9 July 28 Nov. 24 
Awnvaw Income | (1891) over £140,000. Withdrawals (shares or deposit) at short notice. April 21 Junel6 Aug. 25 Dec. 15 
Securtry To InsureED, over .. £460,000. Advances promptly made on freehold or leasehold pro- April 28 June 23 Sept. 15 
r perty. Sen Se Se Nye one Ca Sees » Very Auctions can be held fold on other dave besidio these shove 


AGENCY. — Gentlemen who can introduce SOUND 
BUSINESS invited to apply for Agency. 


PRETO ern alent, Depoctment.— ONE | 0 SOLICITORS and CAPITALISTS | [FREEHOLD GROUND- RENTS.— £239 
who have made no claim. nly.—Mortgage wanted, £2,700 on Central London and £155 per annum, eet ten car Property, 
D, R. PATERSON, Freehold *Bropertybr ae a2 £360 annum net; no | to be Sold to pay 4 per cent.—Apply to Messrs. Brax, 


Manager and Secreta ry 


Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 


THE IMPERIAL urysvrance company 


tuoaren, FIRE. 
Established 1808. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 


: 1st 5 Practice. Th training in all and others who have Trust Moneys against first- 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £200,000. branches of A. ba - farmers, Tad —_ cout Securities, such oe Soe ik poe be in this 
1 Ft six farms, school, six = P Scholarships out 
Total Funds £1,600,000. oe oer tal sua daoh > the Dae ee ” on leaschold or otherwise. “at nor, 
E. COZENS SMITH, Wess. 





| 
| 








SOCIETY, 
Adelaide-place, London don “Bridge, E.C. 


_____ FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 


per 
699, Sell’s Advertising Offices, 


agents. Syasem 
London 


COTLAND YARD DETECTIVES | use 
kJ“ Weston’s Century Almanack”’ for tonsing evidence ; 
Every Solicitor and Barrister should possess a y. An 
Almanack for each and oy year from 1760 tv 1920. One 
Paw «1 cloth, price 1s. post-free.—Brisrot Boox Co., 





AGRICULTURAL COLLEGE, Aspatria.— 





SALES FOR THE YEAR 1893. 


T No. 1,669.—T 
Re eee 


ssn BAKER & SONS beg to an- 





















epecified. —No. u, Queen Victoria-ctrest, B 


——— & Ecbatoor, eas NTE 4, ruERNS INAS E.c. 


ORTGAGE of £400.—Wanted to Pur- 
| and Develop a suburban Freehold . 


saat aha ta Bt St. Ann’s- 
road, Tottenham. 








oe MONEYS.—To Solicitors, Trustees, 





Mortgage B Broker, Rosad-staest-avenee, London, E.C. 








Se pet RAG MORE OE Ne SERIE TN A A EDIRNE NA AAO LIA. 
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SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1893. 


ESSRS. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 
CLARK, & CO. beg to announce that the following 
days have been fixed for their SALES during the year 1893, 
to be held at the Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the 
Bank of England, E.C 
Thure., May 4 
Wed., May 10 
Thurs., May 18 
Thurs., May 25 
Thurs., June 8 


| Wed., Sept. 13 
| 
Thurs., June 22 
! 


Thurs., Sept. 21 
Thurs., > og 2 
Thurs., Oct. 











, Oct. 19 

, Oct. 26 
Thurs., Nov, 2 
Thurs., Nov 16 
Thurs., Noy 23 
Thurs., Nov. 30 
Thurs., Dec. 7 
| Wed., Dec. 13 


Thurs., June 29 
- Wed., July 12 
* Thurs. = July 20 
Thurs , Aug. 3 
Thurs.. Aug. 10 
Wed., Aug. 16 
Thurs., Aug. 24 








Thurs., Sept.7 | 
Other appointments for immediate Sales will also be 
arranged. 


Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, Clark, & Co. publish in the 
advertisement columns of ‘‘ The Times’’ every Saturday a 
complete list of their forthcoming sales by auction. They 
also issue from time to time schedules of properties to be let 
or sold, comprising landed and residential estates, farms, 
feedboth aal and leasehold houses, City offices and warehouses, 

-rents, and investments generally, which will be 
orwarded free of charge on application.—No. 29, Fleet- 
street, Temple-bar, and 18, Old Broad-street, EC. 


CITY of LONDON. 


Four ome in Cornhill, with a frontage of nearly 70ft., 
elon opposite the Royal Exchange and Bank 
ey ss by Channe-al ey with Lom- 
hp mn and contiguous to the Mansion’ House and 
Stock Exchange. An extremely valuable freehold estate, 
with possession, offering to capitalists an almost un- 
exampled opportunity of securing an extensive site on 
the most important position in the City of London. 


ESSRS. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 
CLARK, & CO. will SELL by AUCTION, at the 
MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on TUESDAY, JANUARY 
24th, 1893, at TWO o'clock on 2cise ly, the highly important 
BLOCK of FREEHOLD PROPERTY, being Nos. 25, 26, 
and 27, Cornhill and No. 24, Cornhill (see following adver- 
t), occupying unquestionably the finest position 
in the City, being in the centre of the financial market. 
The ises abut on Change-alley, possess the un- 
usually wa frontage of nearly 70ft. on Cornhill 
and 100ft. to Lo any meme and occupy a es area, 
with the adjoining house, of about 2,500ft. This is one of 
the finest sites for the erection of banking, insurance, or 
financial business premises that has been brought into the 
market for many years past, and vacant possession may be 
had at Lady-day next, The difficulty of acquiring separate 
properties and occupation interests with the object of 
securing an area of these dimensions and favourable 
position is well known. On these grounds this occasion 
ly commends itself. 

Particulars, with plans and conditions of sale, may be 
obtained in due course of Messrs. Hopgoods & Dowson, 
Solicitors, No. 17, Whitehall-place, 8.W.; of F. J. 
Hand, ms Solicitor, 5, New-inn, Strand, WiC; at the 
Mart: and of Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, Clark, & Co., 

99, Fleet-street, and 18, OM Broad-street, E.C. 


No. 24, CORNHIL L. 


To be Sold, pursuant to an order of the High Court of Jus- 
tice, made in an actions Smith v. Rich, 1591, 8. 2,163, with 
the approbation of Mr Justice Kekewich, by J. W. Ellis, 


of the firm of 

ESSRS. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 
CLARK, & CO., the person appointed by the said 
dates, at the AUCTION MART, Tokenkuuse-yard, in the 
of London, 7. TUESDAY, JANUARY 24, 1893, * 

o’clock in the afternoon precisely, in One Lot, 
Jalunble FREEHOLD MESSUAGE and PREMISES, 
situate and being No. 24, Cornhill, in the City of London, 
with a frontage to Cornhill and a return frontage to ( ye 4 

alley of about 60ft., and covering an area of about 5 
superficial feet. Possession may be had at Lady-day rd 
Particulars os conditions of sale may be had gratis of F. 
J. Hand, Esq., No. 5, New-inn, Strand, Solicitor ; of Messrs. 
Hopgoods & ‘Dowson, N No. 17, Whitehall-place, Charing- 
cross, Solicitors avd Messrs. Wickings, Smith, & Son, 23, 


ee” W.C., Solicitors; and the Auctione r, | 


Fleet-strect, and 18, Old Broad-street, both in the 
City of London. 





SHAFTESBURY AVENUE, W. 

A a valuable Building Site, being the only uncovered 
in this important and rapidly-improving main 
thoroughfare, quite unfettered as to rights of light, 
g a frontage of about 39 feet, and lepth of about 

pod feet, and comprising an area of about 2,5% 550 superticial 
The land is situate a short distance to the north of 
Cumnelign-ainces , and adjoins the extensive block of 
buildings known as No. 164, Shaftesbury-avenue. 


or FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 
, & CO. are instructed by the Freeholders 
» Lt by AUCTION, at the MART, on TUESDAY, 24th 
, 1893, the above eligible SITE upon BUILDING 
for 80 years (unless an aczeptable offer be pre- 
viously received). 

Particulars, with forms of contract and lease, may be had 
of Meesre. Hawes, Wood, & Ware, Solicitors, 7, Great 
Winchester-street, E.C.; E. P. Loftus Brock, Esq., Archi- 
tect, 36, Great Bussell-street, W.C.; and of Messrs. Fare- 
brother, Ellis, Clark, & Co., 29, Fleet-street, and 18, Old 
Broad-street, E.C. 





| & Sons, Solicitors, 11, 
| E.C.; and of Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, Clark, & Co., vd 
| 29, Fleet-street, Temple-bar, and 18, Old Broad-street, E.C 





| Dr. Johnson’s Tavern, Bolt-court, E.C. 








ISLINGTON. 


In the High Court of Justice, Chancery Division; re 
H. W. Vallance, d —Leasehold Properties, in a 
good letting neighbourhood, near the Agua 
and Islington-green, co x mary the fully-licensed public- 
house known as the Buil , situate at the corner 
of Linton-street and Dame-street ; vig excellent shops, 
Nos. 15, 23, and 39, Dame-street, and Nos. 2, 4, 6, 8, and 
10, Linton-street, with the Linton-hall at the rear of No. 
2; also 35 capital an, Nos. 1 to 14, 16 to 22, 
and 40 to 52, Dame-street, all inclusive, and No. i, 
Linton-street. Held from the Clothworkers’ Company 
for a term having nearly 44 years’ unexpi at low 
ground-rents of £3 and £2 5s. per house, amounting in 

te to £117 15s., and let on three years’ agree- 

yearly tenancies (with the exception of the 
Builders’ Arms, which is let upon lease) to a respectable 
class of tenantry at rents amounting to £1,767 per 
annum 

N ESSRS. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 

CLARK, & CO. will SELL b AUCTION, at the 

MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on ESDAY, JANU- 

ARY 24, 1893, at TWO o’clock precisely, in Lots, the 

above LEASEHOLD ESTATE. 

Particulars and conditions of sale of Messrs. Thos. White 

‘ord-row, W.C.; at the Mart 





Investment with early reversion.—A Freehold Ground-rent 
of £35 per annum, arising out of and amply secured 
upon the well-situated business premises, Nos. 196, 196a, 
198, and 200, Camberwell-road, oocupying a ca; ital posi- 
tion in this busy trading thoroughfare, on the est side, 
between Castle-street and Mansion-street, with the re- 
version in 11 years TARE to the rack-rent or "possession. 

N ESSRS. EBROTHER, ELLIS, 

CLARK, & CO. will SELL by AUCTION, at the 

MART, Tokenhouse-yard, London, E.C., on TU TESDAY, 

JANUARY 24th, 1893, at TWO o’clock precisely, the above 

FREEHOLD GR( )UND-RENT, with early reversion. 
Particulars and conditions of sale of Messrs. Fisher & 

Fisher, Solicitors, 4, Park-prospect, Little Queen-street, 

Westminster, 8.W.; at the Mart, E.C.; and of Messrs. 

Farebrother, Ellis, Clark, & Co, 29, Fleet-street, 

Temple-bar, and 18, Old Broad-street, E.C. 


Reversion to One-Fifth Share, receivable on the death of a 
lady now in her 78th year, upon realization of the follow- 
ing valuable stocks, mo re securities and properties, 

pd gan estimated to produce a fund of chent £14,000, 
and including London and North-Western Stock, Gon- 
solidated Stock, Stockport and Manchester Corporation 

Debenture Bonds, mortgages secured upon freehold and 

long leasehold properties in Stockport, chief rents, and 

freehold and leasehold houses in Stockport and Maccles- 
field, Boge about £140 per annum. 

\ ESSRS. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 

J CLARK, & CO. will SELL by AUCTION, at the 

MART, Tokenhouse-yard, City, on TUESDAY, 24th 

JANUARY, 1893, at TWO, the above REVERSIONARY 

SHARE. 

Particulars of sale of Messrs. Bolton & Co., Solicitors, 
No. 3, Toaple. dens, Temple; and of Messrs. Fare- 
brother, Ellis, Clark, & Co., 29, Fleet-street, Temple-bar, 
and 18, Old Broad-street, E.C. 


By order of the Trustees of the late Francis James Nugee, 
Esq., deceased.—Important Two Days’ Sale of a grand 
Estate of City and West-end Freeholds, all let, and 
producing a clear rental of over £3,500 per annum. 

N ESSRS. ROBERT TIDEY & SON will 

et SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse- 

yard, E.C., on ‘WEDNESDAY and THURSDAY, FEB- 

RUARY sth and 9th, at TWO o'clock recisely each day, 

the Aon high-class INVESTME} NTS: 

NEW OXFORD STREET.—Lots 1 te 24.—The whole of 
Arthur-street (except No. 13, forming part of lot 31), a fine 
wide thoroughfare, extending from Tottenham-court-road 
corner to St. Giles’s Church, Producing £1,477 per annum. 
This street will be offered first in one lot. 

BLOOMSBURY.—Lots 25 to 27.—Nos. 6, 7, 8, Maynard- 
street, Arthur-street. Producing £112 per annum. 

8ST. GILES’S.—Lots 28 to 83.—Nos. 11, 12, 13, 23, 24, and 
the White Lion Public-house, High- street. Producing 
£466 158. per annum. 

CITY.—Lots 34, 35.—-No. 44, Fleet-street (shop), and 
Producing £410 
per annum. 

PICCADILLY.— Lots 36 to _38,—First-class Stabling, 
Mason’s-yard, Jermyn-street. Producing £450 per annum. 

SOHO.—Lots 39 to 44.—No. 57, Frith-street, and Nos. 58, 
59, 60, 71, and the Green Man Public-house, Berwick-street 
next Oxfurd-street.) Producing £405 per annum. 

BLOOMSBURY.-—Lots 45 to 48.—Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 6,7, 8, 
Lawrence-street, Arthur-street. Producing £258 ‘8s. per 
annum. 

May be viewed by permission of the tenants, and par- 
ticulars, with plans and conditions of sale, had at the Mart ; 
of Messrs. Lake, Beaumont, & Lake, Solicitors, 10, New- 
square, Lincoln’s-inn ; and from the Auctioneers, 198, 
Hasex-cend, London, N, 


ESSRS. ROBT. Ww. MANN & SON, 
SURVEYORS, VALUERS 
AUCTIONEERS, HOUSE AND ESTATE AGENTS, 
Rost. W. Maxx, F.8.1., Tuomas R. Ransom, F.8.1. 
J. Bacsnaw Mayn, F.8.1., W. I. Mayn), 
12, Lower Grosvenor-place, Eaton-equare, 8.W., 
32, Lowndes-street, Belgrav e-square, 8.W. 


os bene H. GROGAN & CO., 

street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention of | 
intending Purchasers to the many attractive West-End 
Houses which they have for Sale. Particulars on applica- 
tion. Survers and Valuations attended to, 





| 


| 


101, Park- | 


SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1893. 
ESSRS. 


weg rp EW. TER announce 
that their 8 of LANDED ESTAT  e 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premises, 
Buil Land, Ground-Rents, Advowsons, Reversions, 
eee, ean, and other Properties will be held at the 
AUCTION MART, Le pee wee near the Bank of 
Eaglond. rf the City of London, as follows :— 
Tues., Jan. 24 Tues., July 25 
Tues., Feb. 7 Tues., Aug. 1 
Tues., Feb. 21 Tues., Aug. 8 

; Tues., Aug. 15 
Tues., Aug. 22 
Tues., Oct. 3 
Tues., Oct. 17 
Tues., Oct, 31 
Tues., Nov. 14 
Tues., Dec. 5 








eg AP 25 > 
Ansiiene vo also be held on other days, in town or 
country, by arrangement. Messrs. Debenham, Tewson, 
Farmer, ” Bridgewater undertake Sales and Valuations 
for Ras. and other purposes, of Furniture, Pictures, 
Farming Stock, Timber, &c. 

a LISTS OF INVESTMENTS, Estates, 
Sporting Q Residences, Shops, and Business Pre- 
mises to be Tet or Sold by private wats are published on 
the 1st of each month, and can be obtained of jo 
Debenham, Tewson, Farmer, & Bri ter, Estate 
Surveyors, and Valuers, 80, Cheapsi e, Lon London, E.C. = 
phone No. 1, 503. 


THREADNEEDLE STREET. 

One of the finest available Freehold Sites in the City of 
London (land tax redeemed), -_ one door from r- 
tholomew-lane and the Ba England, between the 
Sun Fire and Life Insurance Office and the North British 
and Mercantile Fire and Life Insurance Office, also 
abutting upon the Stock Exchange, and pea 
opposite the Royal Exchange. For sale, with possession, 
¥ direction of Messrs. Prescott & Co., in consequence 

Messrs. Prescott, Dimsdale, Cave, Tugwell, Co., 
oe, having removed to their new banking house, 


No. 50, Cornhill. 
N ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
I FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER (in conjunction 
with Messrs. PERCY MATTHEWS & MATTH EWS) are 
instructed to SELL, at the MART, in the City of London, 
on TUESDAY. FEBRUARY 21, at TWO, the well-known 
FREEHOLD PROPERTY, No. 62, Threadneedle-street, 
for so many years the ba: ; premises of Messrs Pres- 
cott, Cave, Buxton, Loder, & Co. The building (which 
extends over the «ntrance passage to the open court-yard 
on the east side of and be! ing to the property) has the 
fine amg a of about 49 feet, with ¥ depth, the entire 
a © about 3,900 feet super. It possesses ancient 

lights on the north, east, and west sides, as well as on the 
commanding south fron to Threadneedle-street, so 
that every facility is presented for the erection of a bank, 
insurance office, or other modern building suitable to this 
grand position and the —— of present times. 

Particulars of Messrs. F. Hudson, nee in & Co., 
Solicitors, 32, Queen Victoria-street. The propert. 
viewed by orders from Messrs. Percy Matthews & 
Auctioneers, 8, Old Jewry; and of Messrs. Deben 
Tewson, Farmer & Bridgewater, Auctioneers, 80, Cheap- 
side, of whom particulars may also be had. 


may be 
tthews, 


HYDE PARK. 

A commanding Town Mansion, known as No. 36, Glouces- 
ter-square, abutting in _ rear suet mace beautiful pleasure 
grounds, and con! dressing rooms, bath 
room, lavatories, noble ike _ reception rooms, comprising 
double drawing room, about 62 ft. by 25 ft. 6 in. , boudoir, 
dining room, 29 ft. by 25 ft. 6 in., aud library, 25 ft. 6 in. 
by 16 ft.; spacious, lofty, and well-arranged domestic 
offices ; also excellent —_ — No. 20, Oxford- 
mews, comprising five stalls. loose box, harness room, 
coach-house, and coachman’s rooms ar The whole in 
the occupation of Henry pagar +, at a rental of £525 
per annum, but possession could if desired by six 
months’ notice from any nerdy Held for a long 
term unex ry at a low ground-ren 

ye BEAN, BURNETT, & 

ELDRI DGE will SELL the above by AU CTION, at 
the AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, London, E.C., on 

TUESDAY, JAN. 31, is93, at TWO precisely. 

Particulars of Messrs. Mullens & Bosanquet, Solicitors, 
11, Queen Victoria-street, E.C.; or of Messrs. Bean, —_ 
nett, & Eldridge, Land Agents and Surveyors, 28, Cad 

lace, Belgrave-square, and 14, Nicholas-lane, London, C. 
Prelephone 1,939. ) 


Vv Valuable Old Life Policies, with Bonuses, it in a the Standard, 
Royal and Royal Exchange A Life 
aged 62 last birthday. Amounts about £310, £685, and 


£660. 
I BS88s. BEAN, BURNETT, & 
ELDRIDGE will include these POLICIES in the 
above SALE, 
Particulars of Messrs. Plunkett & Leader, Solicitors, 60, 
St. Paul’s-chureh: —, E.C.; or of the Auctioneers, 14, 
Nicholas-Jane, E. 





r reo YOUNG SOLICITORS.— Excellent 
Offices to be Let close to Bank of England ; rent £80 
a year inclusive ; a certain amount of work might be given 
to a pouie man.—Address Surveyor, at Horncastle’ 8, 
61, Cheapside. 
| EDFORD -ROW.— acious : light Suites 
of Offices or Chambers to Let on the ground, first, 
second, and third floors at moderate rentuls.—Apply to 
Messrs. Beas, Buryert, & Exvgivex, Surveyors, 14, 
: Nicholas-lane, E.C, 








POO TE Ae eet nan ccMe rina raANE r . * 





